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J VOL. XXXV., No. 33. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, JUNE 13, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Master or THE Rotts has been called away from Court 
of Appeal No. 1 in order to take part in the hearing of the 
Bishop of Lincoln’s case. During his absence that division of 
the Court of Appeal, not being in a position to procure the 
assistance of a third-judge, can only sit to hear interlocutory 


appeals. 


In Court of Appeal No. 2, during the absence of the Master 
of the Rolls, Queen’s Bench final appeals will be heard, and 
Chancery ap will not, unless specially ordered, be taken 
until the other division of the court can be formed of three 
Lords Justices. 








Mr. Rosert Cunurers, the president of the Incorporated Law 
Society, has consented to preside at the thirty-first anni- 
versary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association on 
Friday, the 26th inst., at ‘‘The Albion,” Aldersgate-street, in 
the unavoidable absence of Mr. Gray Hii, of Liverpool, who 
was to have taken the chair. 





Har or Mr. Justice Romer’s list of actions having been 
transferred for hearing to Mr. Justice Vavenan Wiiwiams, the 
parties in many of the remaining cases are not pre and 
as a result Mr. Justice Romer’s list has become so reduced that 
a fresh transfer to him will become necessary if he is to be 
kept supplied with work. It is unfortunate that the instruc- 
tions from headquarters respecting the transfer to Mr. Justice 
Vavenan WILLiAMs were not framed with more consideration. 





Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that the vacancy on the Council of the In- 
corporated Law Society caused by the retirement of Mr. Ww. 
AtrrepD Jrvons, of Liverpool, will be filled up by Mr. Joun 
Epwarp Gray Hitt of the same place, who will e a worthy 
successor to Mr. Jevons. We t the retirement of Mr. 
Jxvons, who has done so much e cause of legal education 
in the provinces and in izing united action among the 
provincial law societies on questions of professional import- 
ance. 





Tux Daily News stated on Monday that the Public Trustee 
Bill “will meet with strong opposition from both sides of the 
House. Mr, Henry Fow ier prom: gave notice to move its 
rejection. Seven other members, of them Ministerialists, 
one the son of the of State for India, have now given 
similar notices” ; but on Tuesday, apparently in consequence of 
33 
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further information, the same journal stated that ‘‘ the Govern- 
ment will accept Mr. Henry Fow er’s motion to refer to a 
Select Committee the Public Trustee Bill. Mr. Fow er is not 
opposed to the principle of the Bill, but the question is one of 

¢ importance and intricacy, and in his opinion demands care- 
consideration by experts.” 





Many oF oUR READERS will learn with regret of the 
death on Tuesday of Mr. W. T. S. Danrzt, Q.C., formerly the 
judge of the Leeds and Bradford County Courts. After enjoy- 
ing for many years a good practice as a leader at the equity bar 
Mr. DantEn — a county court judgeship, and so admirably 
did he perform the duties of his office that, when he thought of 

igning about 1883, the Bradford Chamber of Commerce and 
the nol profession of that town requested him to reconsider his 
decision. He continued for about a year afterwards to hold his 
office, but in 1884 he was compelled to retire owing to the 
state of his health. His retirement was signalized ty most 
remarkable demonstrations of regret on the part of repre- 
sentatives of the commercial classes and of the legal profession. 
Mr. Dante was a strong advocate of the extension of the juris- 
diction of county courts, and the manner in which he adminis- 
tered justice in them was, perhaps, as strong an argument as 
could be adduced in favour of such extension. 





Tue EVENT of the week has been Sir Epwarp CLARKE’s con- 
cluding speech for the plaintiff in the Baccarat Case, one of the 
ablest and most skilful pieces of advocacy which has occurred in 
our generation. We think it may be said that not a point 
which could tell in favour of his client was missed; that 


the difficulties of the case were cleverly grappled with; | P 


and that the “obligation of the robe,” to which he referred 
at the commencement of his address, “to disregard all pri- 
vate friendships, all political associations, all personal inte- 
rests in the discharge of his duty towards his client,” was 
fulfilled. Eloquent, powerful, temperate, and courageous, 
the speech maintained the best traditions of the bar. That it 
was not effectual to win the day was due to the fact that no 
skill of argument or rhetoric could avail to avert the inference 
to be drawn from the plaintiff’s own conduct after the accusa- 
tion had been made against him—an inference which the 
Lord Chief Justice, in his summing up, took occasion, 
quite properly, to bring into prominence. It is needless, but 
we trust not impertinent, to say that the trial was conducted 
throughout by the presiding judge with skill and perfect judi- 
cial demeanour ; and but for the regulation which converted the 
ter part of the public accommodation into an exclusive 
rendezvous of fashion, we might well look back on the case as 
an excellent example of our English system of trial by jury. 
As it was, although the judge very pointedly remarked that 
‘this is not a theatre,” the audience apparently could not be 
brought to believe that it was not. They are stated to have 
applauded Sir E. Ciarxe and hissed and mobbed the defend- 
ants. We earnestly hope that, notwithstanding the Lord Chief 
Justice’s statement, in his reply to the ill-maunered epistle 
addressed to him, that the practice will be continued, he will 
have come to see from the incidents of the late trial that a 
wag exclusively composed of so-called “persons in society ” 
oes not altogether tend to the convenient or orderly adminis- 
tration of justice. 





A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print in another column 
has raised a question of much interest. The law as to registra- 
tion of rent-charges under 18 & 19 Vict. c. 15 is a matter of 
common knowledge ; it is, we believe, stated correctly in Wil- 
liams on Real Property, 16th ed., p. 374, and in the new Good- 
eve’s Modern Law of Real Property, 3rd ed., by Elphinstone 
and Clark, p. 348, and probably in other books for the use of 
students. e are, therefore, somewhat surprised to learn from 
our correspondent that many solicitors have an incorrect im- 
pression as to the law on the subject. An annuity granted by 
marriage settlement or will does not require registration. This 
is probably consistent with safety to purchasers, as it is not 





easy to see a state of facts under which a settlor or testator could 
create an annuity by marriage settlement or will without that 
settlement or will becoming a title deed to the fee, in which case 
the annuity would be ge in the abstract; unless, indeed, the 
annuity was granted under an express has to joiture, or 
some similar power, in which case it would be, in all probability, 
discovered by the usual inquiries. The only annuities that 
require registration are annuities ‘for one or more life or lives, 
or for any term of years or greater estate determinable on one 
or more life or lives,” not created by marriage settlement or 
will. It follows that our correspondent is correct in his opinion 
that the fee may be charged with an annuity for years not 
determinable on life, or in fee, which does not require registra- 
tion. This appears a somewhat formidable risk, but annuities 
for years, other than those created by will, must be extremely 
rare, and, though rent-charges in fee simple are common, it will 
be remembered that they are generally created on the convey- 
ance of the fee itself, so that no purchaser can eae the 
title to the fee without discovering the rent-charge. e have 
never heard of a purchaser suffering loss owing to a concealed 
annuity, in the manner suggested by our correspondent. The 
question whether legislation on the subject is desirable depends 
entirely on the frequency of the occurrence of such loss; we 
therefore invite our readers to inform us whether loss has ever 
happened in this manner to their knowledge. 





THE OMNIBUS STRIKE has given an impetus to the cab, railway, 
and “ pirate omnibus ” traffic, and considerable indignation has 
been caused by the sudden raising of the fares on the part of 
the proprietors of the so-called “ pirate omnibuses.” We know 
of no statute-whereby the fares to be taken by omnibus pro- 
rietors in the metropolis are in any way limited, and indeed 
it was not until 1889 that the Town Police Clauses Act of that 
year (52 & 58 Vict. c. 14) limited omnibus fares in the provinces. 
Throughout the country cab fares have long been limited, and 
metropolitan cab fares are now allowed to be raised, though not 
reduced, by regulations made by a Secretary of State under 
section 9 of the Metropolitan Public Carriage Act, 1869 (32 & 
33 Vict. c. 115) by which “the said Secretary of State may make 
regulations for fixing the rates or fares, as well for time as 
distance, to be paid for hackney carriages, and for securing the 
due publication of such fares; provided that it shall not be made 
compulsory on the driver of any hackney carriage to take 
passengers at a Jess fare than the fare payable at the time of the 
passing of this Act.”—i.e., sixpence per mile within the Charing 
Cross four mile radius, and one shilling per mile beyond that 
radius, under 16 & 17 Vict. c. 33 as amended by 16 & 17 Vict. c. 
127. As for the metropolitan railway companies, they, as well 
as other railway companies, seem to be subject to section 86 of 
the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, by which they may make such 
reasonable charges as they may from time to time determine 
upon, not exceeding the tolls by their special Acts authorized to 
be taken. 





In THE case of Blaydes v. Selby (ante, p. 528) Mr. Justice 
Curry decided that a tenant pur autre vie was “tenant for 
life” within the meaning of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 22, s. 24, 
enabling tenants for life to convey the fee simple, for the 
purposes of that Act, to the Commissioners of Sewers. The 
decision is of some importance, as the reasons given by the 
learned judge apply to conveyances by tenants pur autre vie 
under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. His lordship 
said that the term ‘tenant for life” incontestably signified in 
its primary meaning a man who held for his own life, or that 
of another; and he referred to the origi edition of Black- 
stone and to Williams on Real Property as supporting this view. 
He was further of opinion that he was bound to adopt this 
primary meaning unless it was cut down by something in the 
Act, and that he could not find anything to justify the court in 
saying that ‘‘tenant for life” was used solely as meaning a 
tenant for his own life. The case is, however, chiefly noticeable 
for the important remarks of the learned judge on the practice 
in chambers. He said he thought that the practice ought to be 
that the judge himself should see the parties before any ques- 
tion of law was set down to be ergued. “It is,” he remarked, 
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“very important, with regard to setting down questions of law, 
that they should be set down in such a form that the court can 
really decide them, and that there should be no possibility of 
conflict between counsel as to the facts. I think, as a matter of 
practice, that the judge himself ought to have the advantage 
of seeing counsel, and ascertaining clearly the point which 
would either dispose of the action or of the main portion of 
the action, and relieve the parties from the expense of going to 
trial upon facts which may turn out to be immaterial.” 





By THE EXERCISE of a little ingenuity the Court of Appeal 
have succeeded in reconciling the decision in Burrowes v. Lock 
(10 Ves. 470) with that in Peek v. Derry (88 W. R. 33, 14 App. 
Cas. 337); but Slim v. Croucher (1 De G. F. & J. 568) must 
be taken to be overruled. In Brownlie v. Campbell (5 App. Cas., 
at p. 935) Lord Srxzornz, C., said that both of these cases 
differed from an ordinary action to recover damages for a 
misrepresentation, and in Peck v. Derry Lord Herscue xt relied 
upon this dictum as shewing that the judgment of the House 
of 1 Lords then being delivered need not be taken to overrule 
them. The only case he particularly referred to, indeed, was 
Burrowes v. Lock, but he mentioned it as typical of the class of 
cases where a person, within whose special province it lies to 
know a partic fact, has given an erroneous answer to an 
inquiry made with regard to it by a person desirous of ascer- 
taining the fact for the purpose of determining his course 
accordingly. In Burrowes v. Lock a trustee, who had known 
that the interest of the cestui que trust in the trust fund was 
incumbered, but who had forgotten the fact, told a person 
proposing to take an assignment of such interest that it was 
unincumbered, and he was held bound to make good his 
representation. In Slim v. Croucher an intending lessee wished 
to obtain an advance on the security of the lease that was about 
to be granted to him. The lender inquired of the lessor whether 
he was really going to grant the lease, and received an answer 
in the affirmative. Granted it was, but owing to the fact that 
a previous lease of the premises, which the lessor had for- 
gotten, had been granted to the same party, and by him 
mortgaged, the security turned out to be valueless. It was 
held that the lessor had represented that he could grant a 
valid lease, and for the loss caused by his misrepresenta- 
tion he was held liable. But the mere statement of these 
cases shews how difficult it is to reconcile them with 
Peek v. Derry, and the question whether this is possible has 
arisen in Low v. Bouverie. There, as in Burrowes vy. Lock, the 
defendant was a trustee, and in answer to certain inquiries made 
by the plaintiff, the intending assignee of the trust fund, he had 
returned answers which the latter interpreted as declarations 
that the trust fund was not incumbered. In fact there were 
several incumbrances, all of which were recited in the deed by 
which the defendant was appointed a trustee. Hence it was 
necessary to consider what were the real grounds on which, since 
Peek v. Derry, a person can be compelled to make good his 
representations. These are now defined as, fraud, breach of 
duty, estoppel, and warranty. As to breach of duty it was held 
that it is no part of a trustee’s duty to give information as to the 
trust fund, so as to enable the cestud que trust to anticipate and 
squander it, and generally in cases of this kind, now that it has 
been determined that a director is at law under no obligation to 
tell the truth to shareholders, a breach of duty can hardly 
be established. Warranty is equally out of the question. There 
remains the doctrine of estoppel, and though this is merely a rule 
of evidence, and constitutes no cause of action, it may be very 
potent for the end in view. Indeed, it would seem to fix the 
trustee with liability whenever he has made clear and unequi- 
vocal declarations as to the freedom of the trust fund from in- 
cumbrances. On this ground the Court of Appeal held that 
Burrowes v. Lock might be supported, though, as this was not 
the ground on which it was decided, the matter does not seem 
very material. At any rate, a trustee may now find himself 
bound to hand over the fund intact to an assignee of the cestui 
que trust, on the ground that he is estopped from denying the 
existence of prior incumbrances. In Low v. Bouverte the de- 
fendant escaped solely upon the ground that his statements were 
not sufficiently clear to estop him from afterwards setting up the 








truth. Of course in future it will be wise for trustees to decline 
to give any answer at all, though the doctrine of the Court of 
Appeal on this head may have very inconvenient consequences. 
In Slim v. Croucher the question of estoppel did not arise, and 
therefore the case cannot be supported on any of the grounds of 
liability now recognized. 





Mr. Justice Hexn Corztins, who was formerly a fellow of 
Downipg College, Cambridge, was entertained at dinner at his 
old college on Saturday last. There was a large gathering of 
the friends of the college to do honour to the new judge, who 
has recently been elected an Honorary Fellow of this legal 
foundation. Amongst the guests were Mr. Justice Denman, Mr. 
Justice Srrrumsc, and Mr. Justice Romer, the Postmaster- 
General, Sir Gzorcz F. Bowrn, LL.D., Judge Bacsuawe, Q.C., 
Mr. Bicuam, Q.C., and Professor Westiake, Q.C. There were 
several happy speeches. Professor Marrianp, the distinguished 
Downing Professor of English Law, in proposing the health of 
the visitors, humorously Sefined equity as “‘a system of rulcs 
administered chiefly by senior wranglers,” and certainly the 
recent appointments of Cambridge men to the bench of the 
Chancery Division seem to lend some colour to the assertion. 








THE EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL CASES BILL. 


THERE are some points in this Bill to which attention should 
be directed, apart from the general principle, which we have 
already discussed. 

The words, ‘unless so compellable heretofore,” at the end of 
the first proviso to clause 1, have given rise to criticism which 
seems to be well founded. A comparison of the Acts which 
provide that, in certain criminal proceedings, the person charged, 
or the husband or wife of that person, may give evidence, shews 
the following results. There are eleven enactments which 
render the defendant, and the wife, or the husband or wife, of 
the defendant, competent witnesses in criminal proceedings—viz., 
the Licensing Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), s. 51 (4); the 
Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 63), s. 21; 
the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875 (38 & 39 
Vict. c. 86), s. 11; the Army Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 58), 
s. 156; the Explosive Substances Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 3), 
s. 4; the Corrupt and Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vict. c. 51), s. 53; the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 14), s. 1; the Criminal Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 69), s. 20; the Merchandise 
Marks Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 28), s. 10; the Law of Libel 
Amendment Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 64), s. 9; and the 
Prevention of Cruelty to and Protection of Children Act, 1889 
(52 & 53 Vict. c. 44), s. 7. There are six enactments which 
render the defendant a competent witness, but which say nothing 
about the husband or wife—viz., the Metalliferous Mines Regu- 
lation Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 77), s. 34; the Explosives Act, 
1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 17), s. 87; the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 80), s. 4; an Act for the Prevention 
of Accidents by Threshing Machines (41 & 42 Vict. ec. 12), 
s. 3; the Contagious Diseases (Animals) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vict. c. 74), s. 66; and the Mines Regulation Act, 1887 
(50 & 51 Vict. c. 58), s. 62. The only enactment relating to 
criminal proceedings, or to proceedings which are criminal in 

int of form, which makes the defendant, or the wife or hus- 
84 compellable, as well as competent, to give evidence, is the 
40 & 41 Vict. c. 14, with reference to the trial of an indictment 
for the non-repair of a highway or bridge, or for a nuisance toa 
highway, river, or bridge, or any other indictment for the pur- 
pose of trying a civil right only. This comparatively unimport- 
ant Act constitutes, therefore, the only exception to the general 
rule which the Bill proposes to establish, that, in criminal pro- 
ceedings, the wife or husband of the person charged is not an 
admissible witness without the consent.of the n charged. 
Since the qualification of the proviso would only include this one 
Act, it would certainly seem more convenient to omit the qualify- 
ing words, and, if necessary, to make some specific provision for 
the one exception. It may be pointed out that, by a sub-section 
inserted in the Bill by the Standing Committee of the House of 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 












Lords, it is provided in terms that, where a man is charged 
under the Vagrant Act, his wife shall be a competent witness 
without his consent. 

The Bill does not provide for the repeal of the evidence sections 
in the enactments to which we have referred, so these sections 
will be allowed to continue a useless existence until they are 
finally put an end to by some Statute Law Revision Act. The 
practical effect of the provision that the wife or husband shall 
not be an admissible witness without the consent of the person 
charged will be to make the wife or husband an available wit- 
ness for the defence, but not for the prosecution, whilst the re- 
fusal of the prisoner to consent to the wife or husband giving 
evidence must necessarily prejudice the prisoner’s case. 

A clause might well be introduced into the Bill with the 
object of making a wife a competent witness against her 
husband in prosecutions for bigamy. At present, in such cases, 
the prisoner's wife is an inadmissible witness to prove the first 

iage because she is the prisoner’s wife. In other words, 
before her evidence can be rejected the very fact which it is 
sought to prove by means of her evidence has to be assumed to 
be true. the case of criminal proceedings in respect of bodily 
injury or personal violence inflicted by the husband on the wife, 
the common law recognizes an exception to the general rule. A 
further exception might well be made in the case of indictments 
for bi ; 
The effcct of the application of clause 1 of the Bill to persons 
charged jointly with others will be (in all cases where the 
*‘consent ” of the person charged is given) to abrogate the rule 
which has been acted on in several cases, of which the most 
familiar are the case of R. v. Payne (20 W. R. 390), where 
it was held that persons jointly indicted could not be called as 
witnesses for or against themselves or each other; and the case 
of R. v. Thompson (20 W. R. 728), in which it was held that, 
where several persons are jointly indicted, the wife of one of 
them cannot give evidence for or against the others. But, 
ing A. and B. are jointly indicted, and B.’s wife is 
Pi ts as @ witness in respect of the charge as against A., but 
not in respect of the charge as against B., is she to this extent 
an admissible witness without ‘‘consent”’; and, if not, whose 
* consent ” has to be obtained? As sub-section (2) of clause 1 
stands at present it would seem that, if B. consents, his wife 
becomes an admissible witness for or against A. Can this be 
intended ? 

These, however, are matters of detail as compared with the 
ag “a, “amar question raised by Lord Esuer’s amendment in 
the ing Committee, to which the Lord Chancellor took 
exception, and which was eventually withdrawn, to the effect 
that the mere fact of a person charged declining to be a witness, 
or to allow his wife to be called, should not afford any infer- 
ence in favour of his guilt. No doubt this question will be raised 
os in the House of Commons. If possible, it would be very 

visable to’ introduce some words to effect the object which 
Lord Esuex had in view. 


THE DOCTRINE OF ADEMPTION. 


Tue doctrine of the ademption of legacies by portions is a 
curious instance of the manner in which courts of equity have 
interfered with the dispositions of property made by the owners 
of it. Whether such interference can be justified by any good 
reason has often been doubted. It is founded on the notion 
that a legacy to a child, or toa person with regard to whom the 
testator has put himself in loco parentis, is meant as a portion, 
and that, if a further portion is subsequently bestowed upon him, 
it would be unfair for him to take both. Thus, in Lx parte Pye 
(18 Ves., at p. 150), Lord Exnon, C., stated it as the unquestion- 
able doctrine of the court that, “‘ where a parent gives a legacy 
to a child, not stating the purpose with reference to which he 
gives it, the court understands him as giving a portion ; and, by 
a sort of artificial rule, in the application of which legitimate 
children have been very harshly treated, upon an artificial notion 
that the father is paying a debt of nature, and a sort of feeling 
upon what is called a leaning against double portions, if the 


father afterwards advances a portion upon the marriage of that 
child, though of less amount, it is a satisfaction of the whole or 





in part.”” In some cases, indeed, as Lord Epon went on to say, 
a portion of less amount than the legacy had been held to be an 
entire satisfaction of it, and this upon the ground that, as the 
legacy was in discharge of a debt of nature, it was competent 
for the father to alter his mind as to the sum of money sufficient 
for this purpose. ‘‘Though at the time of making the will he 
thought wre could not discharge that debt with less than £10,000, 
yet by a change of his circumstances, and of his sentiments upon 
that moral obligation, it may be satisfied by the advance of a 
portion of £5,000.” 

Nor, as these remarks might seem to imply, was this remark- 
able application of the doctrine looked upon with disfavour. 
The rule that a portion advanced by a father to a child will be 
a complete ademption of the legacy, although the sum advanced 
be not equal to, but less than, the testamentary portion, was 
referred to by Lord Corrennay, ©., in Pymv. Lockyer (5 M.& C., 
at p. 45) as being the rule generally received in the profession, 
laid down in all the text-books of repute (see, for example, | 
Roper on Legacies, 3rd ed. p. 318), and apparently 
founded on the highest authority. Nevertheless, a careful 
examination of the cases convinced him that they did not really 
support it, and as he considered the rule to be utterly wrong in 
principle, and moreover, in its operation, generally destructive 
of the interests which parents have intended for their children, 
he declined to follow it, and his decision, that the advancements 
were to be taken as ademptions pro tanto only of the legacies 
before given, has been accepted as conclusive of the law. 

But while, in this respect, the doctrine has been made more 
reasonable, in another it has been extended beyond the limits 
which Lord Expon’s dictum in Ex parte Pye might be thought to 
have assigned to it. There, as we have seen, he referred to the 
advance as being made on marriage, an occasion, that is, when 
the father’s attention would be called to the provision he ought 
to make for his child. And in Zrimmer v. Bayne (7 Ves., at p. 
514), where he speaks of the parent as making advances in the 
nature of a portion “upon marriage or any other occasion 
calling for it,” he still seems to contemplate an occasion of 
some solemnity. This view was rejected, however, by Hatt, 
V.C., in Leighton v. Leighton (22 W. R. 727, L. R. 18 Eq. 458), 
and he held that the presumption of ademption arises whenever 
a testator, having given a legacy of a certain amount, afterwards 
in his lifetime, gives the legatee a sum of money. 

In general, of course, both the legacy and the subsequent 
gift will consist of money, but where they do not, a difficult 
question may arise as to whether they are sufficiently ¢jusdem 
generis to allow the presumption of ademption to arise. Thus 
in Grave y. Earl of Salisbury (1 Bro. ©. C. 427) there was a 
legacy of £10,000 given by the will, and a subsequent gift to 
the legatee of a beneficial lease. Lord Tuvurtow, C., declined 
to presume that the testator had the idea of a portion in his 
mind when he was giving a thing not ¢jusdem generis with the 
benefit conferred by the will. So, too, in Holmes vy. Holmes 
(Lbid., p. 555), where the testator bequeathed £500 to his son, 
and afterwards took him into partnership, giving him half the 
stock in trade, which was worth £3,000, it was held that, as the 
gifts were not ¢jusdem generis, there was no ademption of the 
legacy. On the other hand, if the testator himself puts a 
pecuniary value on the gift, there is then no reason why he should 
not intend it asa pa just as much as if it were a gift of money. 
In Bengough v. Walker (15 Ves. 507) the portion came first, and 
so the case was one of satisfaction, not ademption, but the 
principles to be applied are the same. The testator covenanted 
to provide his son with a portion of £2,000; afterwards he made 
his will, bequeathing to the son his interest in certain powder 
works and giving him further such a sum of money as should 
make the bequest up to £10,000, This of course was equivalent 
to a bequest of that sum, and it was held thaf there was a satis- 
faction of the portion hy the legacy. Somewhat similar was the 
case of Le Lawes (30 W. Ri. 33, 20 Ch. D. 81) where the father, 
after entering into a bond to pay lis son £10,000, subsequently 
took him into by preg and pruvided by the articles that, out 
of a capital of £37,500 to be eabsae in by himself, £19,000 
should be taken to belong to the son. This was held to be a 
satisfaction of the bond. In the more recent case of Re Vickers 
(36 W. R. 545, 37 Ch. D. 525), however, Norrn, J., regarded it 





as not essential that the testator should put a pecuniary value 
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on the gift. The residue, including a business which was 
directed to be sold, was bequeathed for the benefit of the 
testator’s children equally. He had two sons and three 
daughters. Subsequently the business was assigned to the elder 
son on trusts which provided for the admission of the younger 
on attaining twenty-one, the two to be thereafter equally in- 
terested. In the opinion of the court there was no such want 
of harmony in the subject-matter of the gift in the will and the 
subject-matter of the gift in the deed, or such incongruity 
between the two things, as to create a difficulty in saying that 
the one could be taken in satisfaction for the other. Hence the 
rule against double portions applied, and the gift to the sons 
being a satisfaction pro tanto of their shares in the residue, the 
value of the business had to be taken into account in determin- 
ing these shares. But it is to be noticed that in this case the 

ift by will was not of a specific amount, but of a residue which 
included the business, the subject-matter of the subsequent 
deed, and thus the subject of the two gifts could hardly be said 
to be otherwise than e¢jusdem generis. The decision, therefore, 
does not necessarily conflict with the previous authorities, which 
seem to have allowed ademption only where a pecuniary legacy 
is followed by a gift to which the testator has attached a 
pecuniary value. 

In dealing with the above authorities it was said that the 
same principles applied in cases of ademption and of satisfaction, 
and in many respects this is so. Whether a legacy is adeemed 
by a subsequent gift, or whether a portion which a father has 
covenanted to pay to his child is satistied by a subsequent bequest, 
in each case there is a presumption against double portions, 
though of course liable to be controlled by indications of the 
actual intention of the testator. At the same time, as was 
pointed out in Lord Chichester v. Coventry (L. R. 1 H. L. 71), 
there is a fundamental difference between the two cases. In 
ademption the legacy is the mere bounty of the testator, which 
he may alter as he pleases. If, then, either by express words 
or by implication of law, he does alter it, the legatee has no 
choice but to submit. In satisfaction, on the other hand, the 
father first 1. himself under a legal obligation to provide a 

ortion, and, if he confers a subsequent bounty by will, it must 
e such as to satisfy this prior obligation. And even then the 
legatee has his election whether he will take under the will or 
require the portion to be paid. Hence it has been thought— 
and this opinion was expressed by Lord Cranworrn in the 
course of his judgment in the case last cited—that the presump- 
tion against double portions is more easily rebutted in the case 
of satisfaction than in the case of ademption. 

In either case the most common method of rebutting the 
presumption is to point to differences between the two gifts, and 
these will be effectual for the purpose when they are such as 
to prevent the gifts from being substantially the same. ‘“ The 
presumption,” said Sir Joun Leacu, M.R., in Weall v. Rice 
(2 R. & M. 251), “may be repelled or fortified by intrinsic 
evidence derived from the nature of the two provisions, or by 
extrinsic evidence. Where the two provisions are of the same 
nature, or there are but slight differences, the two instruments 
afford intrinsic evidence against a double provision. . . . It 
is not possible to define what are to be considered as slight 
differences between two provisions. Slight differences are such 
as, in the opinion of the judge, leave the two provisions sub- 
stantially of the same nature; and every judge must decide that 
question for himself.” 


Of course the cases contain numerous indications of what 
differences will be regarded as slight, and in particular 
differences in the limitations imposed on the provisions, although 
in themselves considerable, may be for this << va neglected. 
A notable instance is to be found in Lord Durham vy. Wharton 
(3 Ol. & F. 146); and in general it may be said, in cases of 
ademption at least, that no limitations in favour of a daughter, 
her husband, and their issue, which are usual in a settlement of 
a — will prevent ademption by reason of their being 
different from the limitations previously imposed on the gift in 
the will. But, apart from considerations such as these, the 
application of the doctrine is, as Sir Joun Leacn said, very 
much a matter of individual opinion, and it is not surprising 
that opposite decisions were given by Romer, J., and the Court 
of Appeal in the recent case of Re Lacon (39 W, R. 299, ante, p. 








430). The testator, Sir Epmunp Lacon, was the owner of twenty- 
one twenty-fourth shares in a brewery, and by his will, dated 
the 22nd of December, 1884, he gave all his interest in the 
business to his three sons equally as tenants in common. One 
of the sons, Ernest Lacon, entered the business in 1874, and in 
1884 was placed in charge of the London branch at a salary of 
£1,000. After that date the business extended, and he fre- 
quently applied to his father for an increase of salary. To 
these requests the latter did not accede, but in 1887 he intro- 
duced him into the partnership, and, in the new articles which 
were executed, two of the twenty-fourth shares belonging to the 
father were treated as having been transferred to the son. At 
the same time his ceased, but the profits from the two 
shares largely exceeded £1,000 a year. The son was not con- 
sulted as to this arrangement, but he executed the partnership 
articles when submitted to him, and accepted the benefits under 
them. 

In these circumstances it seems to have been a matter of 
some difficulty to say whether the doctrine of ademption applied 
or not. Having regard to the decision in Re Vickers (supra), it 
was immaterial that the two gifts, assuming the transfer of the 
shares to be really a gift, had no pecuniary value assigned to 
them, and it is clear that they were ejusdem generis. sagt eid 
tion really depended on the circumstances attending the admis- 
sion of Ernest Lacon into the partnership. Upon these it was 
possible to maintain that the gift of the shares to him was not a 
portion at all, but the grounds for doing so were really the 
same as those on which reliance might be placed for rebutting 
the presumption against double portions; and in this latter 
aspect the matter was chiefly viewed. Romer, J., decided that 
the gift of the two twenty-fourth shares was a portion, and in 
the Court of Appeal Lixptey, L.J., was content to assume the 
same. Hence it was only necessary to cousider how far the 
difference in the two gifts rebutted the presumption of law, a 
difference consisting in the circumstance that, while the gift 
under the will solely conferved a benefit, the gift of the two 
shares involved the performance by Ernest Lacon of the duties 
of a partner and the sacrifice of his salary of £1,000. Romer, 
J., thought that this was a slight matter, not sufficient to inter- 
fere with the substantial identity of the two gifts. Possibly he 
was correct in saying that some partners prefer to have active 
duties to perform ; but the question of the salary was a different 
matter, and hardly received sufficient consideration. The Court 
of Appeal, consequently, gave more weight to the fact that the 
son was not only already in receipt of the £1,000 a year, but 
was pressing for more, and that the shares were practicall 
given him in satisfaction of this demand. Hence they hel 
reversing the decision of Romer, J., that the presumption 
against double portions was rebutted, and that there was 
no ademption. we have said, the case is one on which there 
might well be a difference of opinion, but the result thus 
arrived at seems to be correct. It is not enough, indeed, to say 
that the gift of the shares was really the result of a bargain. 
In former cases it has been pointed out that a gift by way of 
nag is frequently a matter of bargaining, especially when it 
orms the subject of a marriage settlement, ey being also 
brought in by the other side. But it would a dangerous 
extension of this reasoning to allow it to include transactions 
which are really matters of business, and not of family arrange- 
ment. A gift made upon a substantial consideration, such as 
the work done by a partner, appears to differ in a material 
point from an unconditional benefit conferred by a will. 
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Sir C. Butt, who has been staying at Wiesbaden for some i on 
account of his health, will return to England at the end of the , and 
will resume his seat in court on Monday next. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


CONCEALED RENT-CHARGES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—If it be that a purchaser has no protection, by means of 
search or otherwise, against concealed rent-charges in fee or for a 
long term of years, say 1,000 years, is it not curious that none of the 
conveyancing works point out this danger? Nor do I remember 
ever seeing it referred to by counsel when advising on title. 

I believe there is an impression amongst’ many solicitors that all 
rent-charges must be registered, but I think it will be found that 

istration is confined to rent-charges for life or terms of years 
determinable upon life. 

If the above is correct, the following may happen any day. An 
estate worth £1,000 a year is purchased; counsel has advised on 
title, and all searches have been made, but the purchaser, after he 
has = his money and got into possession, is met with a rent-charge 
of £500 a year for 1,000 years upon the estate. How does he stand ? 
The rent-charge is properly created by a separate deed. 

Amon the purchaser’s muniments of title there is no reference 
to this deed, nor do I expect that the grantee of the rent-charge 
was under any obligation to have a memorandum of his deed in- 
dorsed on any of the title deeds. 

Assuming that my view is correct, the above might happen any 
day, and in all probability the reason that it has not arisen before 
is the want of knowledge on the part of those who would wish to 
commit a fraud. 

If I am right in my opinion, the sooner the law is amended the 
better. LEx. 
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Court of Appeal. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN WILLIAMS AND STEPNEY—No. 1, 
8th June. 


ARBITRATION—Power TO AWARD Costs—Svuspmission—AnBITRATION ACT, 
1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), ss. 2, 25. 

This was an appeal from a decision of a divisional court (Mathew and 
Vaughan Williams, JJ.), reported 1891, 1 Q. B. 700. By a mining 
lease made in 1839 it was provided that in case of any dispute arising 
under the lease the matter should be referred to arbitration. Nothing 
was, however, provided as to the costs of the reference. In 1890, a dispute 
having arisen between Mr. Williams and Sir E. Cowell Stepney, the 
successors in title of the original parties to the lease, it was referred to 
arbitration, and the proceedings were held and the award made in the 
course of the year. The arbitrators directed Sir E. Stepney to pay the 
costs of the reference. He applied to the court to set aside the award, on the 
ground that by so doing the arbitrators had exceeded their juris- 
fliction. The Divisional Court assented to this view, holding that 
section 2 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, referred only to submissions made 
subsequently to the commencement of the Act, and that the word 
arbitration in section 25 referred to the procedure of an arbitration as dis- 
tinguished from the submission. From this decision Mr. Williams 

By section 2 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, ‘‘A submission, 

8 contrary intention is expressed therein, shall be deemed to include 

the ions set forth in the Ist Schedule to this Act so far as they are 
app! lle to the reference under the submission.” By provision I. of the 
Ist Schedule, ‘The costs of the reference and award shall be in the 
discretion of the arbitrators or umpire, who may direct to and by whom, and 
in what manner, those costs, or any part thereof, shall be paid.”’ By section 
25, “ This Act shall not affect any arbitration pending at the commence- 
ment of this Act’’ (by section 29 January 1, 1890) “but shall apply to 
any arbitration commenced after the commencement of this Act under any 
t or order made before the commencement of this Act.” . 

Tus Cova (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Loves and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 

ai and reversed the decision of the Divisional Court. Lord Esuzr, 
-, said that no doubt if section 2 stood alone it would not, according 

to the ordinary rules of construction, be retrospective, and would have no 
application to submissions entered into before the commencement of the 
Act. But it must be read together with section25, which made “ this 
Act *’—that was to say, the whole of the Act, including section 2—a plicable 
to cases where the submission—for the word agreement inclu sub- 
mission—had been entered into before the Act, and the arbitration in 
parsuance of that submission took place after the Act. That was exactly 
the case here, and therefore section 2 applied to this case, and the 
had er to award costs. When it was remembered that before 
passing of the Act there was no power, either in the arbitrators or in 
court, to give a successful party his costs if the submission was silent 
to costs, the justice and expediency of such a provision became 
t, and the Legislature ht well include it in all submissions, 
before or after the Act, in which a contrary intention was not 
expressed. Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, William Graham, 
James, and Glaseodine; W. Blake Odgers, Sorscrrons, Field, 
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REG. v. JUDGE OF HALIFAX COUNTY COURT—No. 1, 8th June. 


County Court—Jvunispicrion—Patent—Patents Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicor. 
c. 57) s. 117—County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 56. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Pollock, B., 
and Charles, J.), reported 39 W. R. 494; 1891, 1 Q. B. 793, and raised an 
important question as to the jurisdiction of county courts to entertain 
actions in which the validity of a patent is in question. The action of 
Sutcliffe v. Bairstowe was commen in the Halifax County Court for the 
infringement of a patent, claiming thirteen guineas damages. The 
defendant disputed the validity of the patent, and the county court judge 
thereupon declined to entertain the action, on the ground that he had no 
jurisdiction to do so. A rule nisi for a mandamus was then obtained, but 
was discharged by the Divisional Court, on the ground that a grant of 
letters patent was a franchise within the meaning of section 56 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888. By that section all personal actions, where the 
damage claimed does not exceed £50, may be commenced in the county 
court, but it is provided that ‘‘ the court shall not have cognizance of any 
action of ejectment or in which the title to any corporeal or incorporeal 
hereditaments, or to any toll, fair, market, or franchise, shall be in ques- 
tion, or for any libel or slander, or for seduction, or for breach of promise 
of marriage.” The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that he was prepared to agree with the 
decision of the Divisional Court for the reasons given by them. In his 
opinion a grant of letters patent was clearly a “‘franchise’’ within the 
meaning of the section. But when attention was paid to the Patents 
Act, 1883, the question whether or not a grant of letters patent was a 
franchise became immaterial. By the Patents Act, 1883, careful provision 
was made as to the method in which trials of the validity or infrmgement 
of a patent should be conducted, and by section 117 court was defined to 
mean the High Court. That, therefore, plainly excluded the jurisdiction 
of the county court in such cases, and it was impossible successfully to 
contend that that jurisdiction was given to the county courts by the 
County Courts Act, 1888. The latter Act was never intended to give to 
county courts a perfectly open jurisdiction in patent cases when the 
jurisdiction of the High Court in such cases was expressly defined by the 
Patents Act, 1883. Lorzs & Kay, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounseL, Lewis Edmunds and R. A. Dale; T. Terreli and Malcolm 
Douglas. Soxrcrrors, Ford ¢ Ford, for C. T. Rhodes, Halifax; J. H. Bridg- 
ford, for W. H. Boocock, Halifax. 


THE QUEEN +. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR WAR—No. 1, 9th June. 
Manpamus—Secretary or Stare. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Cave and 
Charles, JJ.) Colonel Mitchell, the appeient, entered the army in 1855, 
his first commission being in the Royal Engineers. In 1863 he became 
captain, in 1873 major, and in 1882 lieutenant-colonel. By a Royal 
warrant, dated June 10, 1884, it was provided: ‘‘ Our will and pleasure 
is that from April 1, 1884, this, our warrant for the pay and promotion and 
non-effective pay of our army, shall be established and obeyed as the sole 
authority on the matters herein treated of, and that our principal Secre- 
tary of State for War shall be the sole administrator and interpreter of 
this our warrant.’’ By article 80, ‘‘ A lieutenant-colonel appointed to our 
Royal Engineers after September 30, 1877, shall be placed on half-pay 
after five years’ service.’’ By article 978, ‘‘ An officer who held rank not 
below that of major in our Royal Engineers on September 30, 1877, and 
who shall retire from our army after having been removed from the 
pepe er of lieutenant-colonel under articie 80, shall be granted 
such an ition to his retired pay as our Secretary of State shall consider, 
on report of the Army Purchase Commissioners, a just equivalent with re- 
ference to any loss such officer may have incurred i the operation of any 
of our warrants of a later date than July, 1872. The principle on which 
such equivalent shall be calculated shall be determined with the concur- 
rence of the Lords Commissioners of the Treasury.’’ Colonel Mitchell 
applied for a mandamus to ae 9 the Secretary of State for War to hear 
and determine an application by him for additional compensation on his 
retirement, and to calculate the just equivalent due to him. The Divi- 
sional Court refused the application, on the ground that the obligations 
arising from a Royal warrant existed only as between the Crown and 
the Secretary of State, and imposed no duty which could be enforced by 
mandamus. Colonel Mitchell appealed, but 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Kay, L.J.) dismissed the appeal, 
and affirmed the decision of the court below. Lord Esner, M.R., said 
that it was perfectly clear that mandamus would not lie against the Secre- 
tary of State. There was no legal duty imposed on him, either at common 
law or by statute, todo that which Colonel Mitchell sought to force him to 
do. Even if the Crown were bound by the Royal warrant to do what 
Colonel Mitchell desired, no mandamus would lie against the Secretary of 
State, because he acted only as agent of the Crown, and had to answer to 
the Crown only for what he did. But there was nd’ duty recognized by 
law upon the Crown to make this allowance. The Secretary of State, 
therefore, had no duty at law to any member of the army. He was only 
responsible to the Crown, and the wn were not liable to do what was 
asked. On both grounds, therefore, the application for a mandamus 
failed. Kay, L.J., concurred.—-Counser, Lewis Edmunds; Sir R. £. 
Webster, A.G., and Sutton. Sortcrrons, EZ. J. Moeran; Solicitor to the 
Treasury, 


Re W. BRIGGS, EARP v. BRIGGS—No. 2, 3rd June. 


, 


Roscoe, & Co., for Johnston | Btead, Wanelly; Grundy & Co., for Home &| Avwiswrnation—Ixsouvent Esrate—Taransyer rnom Onancery Drviston 


Williams, Lianeliy. 
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Discretion—Banxrvetcy Act, 1883, s. 125—Banxrvuprcy Act, 1890, 
s. 21. 


This was an appeal against the refusal of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 468), to 
order the transfer of the administration of an insolvent estate from the 
Chancery Division to the Derby County Court. After judgment had 
been given for the administration of the estate of a deceased testator in an 
action by his creditors against his executors, an application, under section 
125 of the Bankruptcy Act of 1883, as amended by section 21 of the 
Act of 1890, was made in chambers by some of the creditors for the trans- 
fer of the proceedings to the county court of Derby in its bankruptcy 
jurisdiction. The testator at the time of his death resided at Derby, 
where he practised as a solicitor, and also owned and carried on a rubber 
manufacturing “business. The total liability of the testator was stated to 
be £11,000, and his assets £6,300. The application for transfer was 
supported by fourteen creditors, including the plaintiffs in the action, and 
representing claims for £5,617. The application was opposed by the 
executors, one of whom was the widow of the testator, and who claimed 
against his estate a debt of £2,500, which, if the administration remained 
in the Chancery Division, she would have a right to retain out of the assets 
in priority to the other creditors. It was, as Chitty, J., thought, doubtful 
whether the same right would exist if the administration were transferred 
to the Bankruptcy Court. The other creditors were very numerous, being 
mainly creditors for small amounts, whose wishes were unknown. The 
application was refused in chambers, and was again refused by Chitty, J. 

is lordship considered the reasons assigned of the application (which 
were that the appointment of a committee of inspection would be useful 
in realizing the assets, and that the creditors wished to have the benefit of 
the provisions of the Bankruptcy Act of 1890 for that purpose), and came 
to the conclusion that they were insufficient. He also expressed an opinion 
that the real object of the application was to deprive the executrix of her 
right of retainer. Section 21 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, provides that 
the power of transfer may be exercised by the court whenever ‘it is 
satistied that the estate is insufficient to pay its debts.’’ 

Tue Court (Linptey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Linvtey, L.J., said that Chitty, J., had fully considered the reasons 
assigned for the application, and had not based his decision merely on the 
ground that the executrix might be deprived of her right of retainer, if 
the transfer were made. The fact that there had been a judgment of the 
High Court for the administration of the estate was a circumstance to be 
considered. Before the Act of 1890 his lordship would have thought, not- 
withstanding the decision of Stirling, J., in Re York (31 Soxtcrrors’ 
JournaL, 394, 36 Ch. D. 233), that there would have been a difficulty in 
making a transfer after judgment in the action. He did not say it would 
have been impossible, but the machinery did not appear applicable to 
such a case. However, since the Act of 1890 he could not say that a 
transfer conld not be made after judgment. He would assume that it 
could. But Chitty, J., had really exercised his discretion, and in all the 
previous cases the court had held that the jurisdiction was a discretionary 
one, and this court would not differ from the judge of first instance except 
for very strong reasons. The only plausible reason suggested for the 
transfer in the present case was that a number of the creditors wished 
for it. His lordship could not see of what use a committee of inspection 
would be. He could see no ground for differing from the learned judge. 
Bowen, L.J., agreed that the power was purely discretionary, and he 
thought that the court ought not to fetter the discretion by laying down 
any general rules for its exercise. It was not necessary to express any 
opinion on the serious point which had been raised by Fry, L.J., in the 
course of the argument, whether there was any jurisdiction to order a 
transfer after judgment in an administration action. Fry, L.J., concurred. 
—Covnset, Farwell, Q.C., and Geare; Byrne, Q.C., and Lyttelton Chubb. 
Soxrtcrrors, Geare, Son, § Pease; F. Fitz Payne. 


BERRY v. GLAZEBROOK—No. 2, 5th June. 


Votuntary Gret—Unpove INrivence—Sertine astpg Girt—Person IN Loco 
PaRENTIS. 


This action was brought by a son to set aside a gift made by him to his 
mother soon after he attained twenty-one, on the ground of undue 
influence. The defendants were the mother and her second husband. 
The plaintiff's father was the first husband cf the mother. In 1885 
the plaintiff was in America learning ranching. On the 14th of 
December, 1885, he attained twenty-one, and on the next day he met in 
New York his stepfather, who had gone over from land with two 
powers of attorney, prepared for execution by the plaintiff, the one being 
& power to his mother to receive £8,000, the amount of the plaintiff's 
shares under the wills of his grandfather and grandmother; the other 
es a power to the stepfather to purchase for the plaintiff a share in a 
ranch. These documents were executed by the plaintiff, and about a fort- 
night afterwards he, being then living with his stepfather in New York, 
wrote to his mother a letter, in which he said: ‘‘I wish to make you a 
little present. It is my wish that whatever is left out of my grandfather's 
and grandmother's estates (after ee, and all law expenses, &c., 
pe ) 1 ¥ to you, with my love.’’ On the 24th of February, 
1886, the £8,000 was received from the trustees of the wills by the mother, 
and, after paying for the share in the ranch, the balance, which amounted 
to £2,446, was — into the bank of the stepfather, and was applied by 
him and his wife for their own use. The evidence did not ioe who 
gave the instructions for the preparation of the powers of attorney. It 
was alleged by the plaintiff, and denied by the —— that, at the 
time when the plaintiff contemplated a. the gift to his mother, the 
stepfather told him that the ce of his shares, after paying for the 
ranch, would amount to about £400 or £500. It was admitted that the 
stepfather gave the plaintiff no advice as to the imprudence of making a 





gift of the whole of the balance of his shares at a time when he would 
require all his available capital to establish himself in the ranch. Bris- 
towe, V.C., held that the gift to the mother could not stand, and ordered 
the defendants to account for the amount. 

Tue Covrr (Lixviey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Lryptey, L.J., said that the stepfather admittedly stood in loco parentis to 
the plaintiff. It was not alleged that the stepfather asked the plaintiff to 
make the gift to his mother, but he knew what the plaintiff Lage sr to 
do, and he gave him no advice as to the prudence or imprudence of making 
the gift; whether he knew the amount of the balance or not, which was 
not clear, he never pointed out to the plaintiff the extreme imprudence of 
denuding himself of every farthing of capital at the moment when he was 
buying the cattle ranch. It was the duty of the stepfather to advise the 
plaintiff, and to poiat out the consequences of what he was doing, and to 
explain the nature of the transaction. This was not new law, as was 
shewn by the long series of cases respecting gifts to persons in /oco parentis. 
Lord Romilly, M.R., in Cook v. Lamotte (15 Beav. 239), said :—‘‘ The rule 
in cases of this description is this:—Where those relations exist by means 
of which a person is able to exercise a dominion over another, the court 
will aunul a transaction under which a person possessing that power takes 
a benefit, unless he can shew that the transaction was a righteous one. It 
is very Cifficult to lay down with precision what is meant by the expres- 
sion, ‘relation in which dominion may be exercised by one person over 
another.’ That relation exists in the cases of parent, of guardian, of 
solicitor, of spiritual adviser, and of medical attendant, and may be said 
to apply to every case in which two persons are so situated that one may 
obtain considerable influence over the other. The rule of the court, how- 
ever, is not confined to such cases. Lord Cottenham considered that it 
extended to every case in which a person obtains, by donation, a benefit 
from another to the prejudice of that other person and to his own 
advantage, and that it is essential in every such case, if the transaction 
should be afterwards questioned, that he should prove that the donor 
voluntarily and deliberately performed the act, knowing its nature and 
effect. It is not possible to draw the rule tighter or to make it more 
stringent, and I believe it extends to every such case.’? There was no 
rule in this court to prevent a young man from making presents to his 
father or mother or anyone else, but, when the person receiving the 
was not a mere stranger, the doctrine of Huguenin v. Baseley (14 Ves. 273) 
applied. The evidence failed to shew that the plaintiff knew what he was 
about, in the sense of knowing what was the amount of the money he was 
giving away, and the évidence also failed to shew that the stepfather dis- 
charged his duty towards the plaintiff of explaining his exact position. It 
was said that the mother had nothing to do with this. That point was, 
however, covered by Bridgeman v. Green (2 Ves. sen. 627), and it was also 
considered in Cook v. Lamotte. The mother was in no better position than 
the stepfather, and could not retain what had been obtained improperly. 
This transaction, therefore, could not stand, unless the — of the 
plaintiff were affected by his aches and delay, but the delay not run 
against the plaintiff until he was aware of his position. There had been 
no such delay as to deprive the plaintiff of his right to have the transaction 
set aside. Bowen, LJ. said that the first point argued was whether there 
was a perfection of the gift. The letter did not come up to the formal 
language in which grants and gifts were made as matters of business, but 
still there was an expression which amounted to an authority to the mother 
to retain the balance in her hands as soon as she obtained it, and the gift, 
which had previously been in jeri, became perfect from the time when she 
had the balance in her hands. Still, the position of the parties had to be 
considered. The stepfather was, in substance, the person to whom the son 
had a right to look for advice, and he was bound to advise the plaintiff 
fully, and to see that he had a complete knowledge of the nature of the trans- 
action. Admittedly, there was an absence of proper advice, and that there 
was also an absence of complete knowledge on the part L 
the more probable inference from the facts; but, the onws being on the 
person in loco parentis to shew the presence of knowledge, it was not neces- 
sary that its absence should be shewn. The language of the letter of 
rendered it improbable that the son knew the amount which he was giving 
away. The gift was tainted with that undue influence on which a 
court of equity put its foot down. Fay, L.J., concurred.—CoUNsgL, 
Cozens- Hardy, ae , and Rotch ; F. Thompson and Rutherford. So tcrrors, 
Wynne, Holmes, § Wynne ; J. F. Harrison. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
DEAN v. DEAN—Chitty, J., 9th June. 
Construction—ContTINcENT Raemaryper—Execvtory Dsvise. 


Tn this case the question arose whether a legal devise of hereditaments 
to A. for life, and after his death to such of the children of A. as, either 
before or after the death of A., should attain twenty-one, was to be con- 
strued as an executory devise in favour of the children, or as a limitation 
by way of contingent remainder. The will was made in 1871, the testator 
died in 1872, the tenant for life in 1889, and all the children were infants. 

Currry, J., said that in the similar case of Brackenbury v. Gibbens 
(2 Ch. D. 417) Hall, V.C., had decided that the limitation was a contingent 
remainder, and failed by reason of the determination of the life 
estate. On the other hand Jessel, M.R., in Re Lechmere and 
(18 Ch. D, 524), had taken an exactly contrary view, on the ground that 
such a case the testator had used a form of gift which was inapplicable to 
a remainder, and which the court could not construe as a remainder 
unless it struck out of the words. In Festiag v. Alen (12 M. & W. 


279, 5 Ha. 573) it was held that a contingent remainder to the children of 
the tenant for life who attained twenty-one vested absolutely in these 
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children who, at the death of the tenant for life, had attained that age, to 
the exclusion of those who subsequently attained that age. But according 
to the reasoning of the decision in Re Lechmere and Lloyd, where the limi- 
tation was to children who, either before or after the death of the tenant 
for life, should attain twenty-one, there was a qualification of membership 
expressly attached by the testator, and in order to give effect to the 

and lawful limitation in favour of the children the court was 
bound to hold that the limitation, taken in its entirety, was an executory 
devise. The reasoning, subtle as it might appear, should be accepted as 
correct. In Miles v. Jarvis (24 Ch. D. 633) Kay, J., followed the 
decision of the Master of the Rolls on the point in preference to that of 
Hall, V.C. The weight of modern authority was in favour of holding that 
the limitation in question was an executory devise. He held that it was 
so.—CounsEL, Byrne, Q.C., and A. dB. Terrell; Ingle Joyce ; Methold ; 
Daniel Jones ; Bramwell Davis; and Tanner. Soutcrrors, Finnis § Wylie; 
Nicol, Son, § Jones; Hillearys; Barnes §& Bernard ; The Solicitor to the 
Treasury. 


TIPPETT v. STRUTT—North, J., 4th June. 


Morteacor anp MorteacEe—Poticy or InsurANcE oN Lire or MortTGAGOR 
—LapseE—VO.LvunTARY PAYMENT BY INSURANCE ComPANY—SALE oF Mort- 
GAGED Property ny Mortcacor—RicGut To Proceeps or Potricy. 


A question arose in this case as to the right to the proceeds of a policy 
of insurance, which had been mortgaged, and had been allowed to lapse, 
the insurance company having afterwards made a voluntary payment in 
respect of it. In 1877 G. Tippett mortgaged some leasehold property and 
a policy of insurance for £5,000 on his own life in the Guardian Insurance Co. 
to the trustees of that company. In 1879 he agreed to sell the leasehold 
property to Messrs. Strutt, subject to the mortgage, and it was assigned to 
them accordingly. The agreement provided that the policy should remain 
the property of the vendor, and that he should pay the premiums. It was 
further provided that the purchasers should, at his expense, concur in any 
arrangement which the vendor should be able to make for the release of 
the policy from the mortgage, so that any such arrangement should not be 
detrimental to the purchasers by causing the rate of interest on the mort- 

to be increased, or by the calling in of the principal by the mortgagees. 

e vendor made default in paying the premiums, and he became bank- 
rupt. In February, 1887, the equity of redemption in the policy was 
assigned by the trustee in the bankruptcy to H. Tippett, the bankrupt’s 
son. The premiums were not paid, and the company gave notice to 
Messrs. Strutt that, unless the premiums were paid and the policy kept up, 
they should call in the mortgage money. Messrs. Strutt then paid some 
premiums, and thus kept up the policy. In 1888 Messrs. Strutt brought 
an action in the Chancery Division against the son, claiming a lien on the 
policy for the premiums which they had paid. Chitty, J., held that 

essrs. Strutt were not entitled to any lien, and his decision was affirmed 
by the Court of Appeal (W. N., 1890, p. 23). Meanwhile the pre- 
miums were again allowed to fall into arrear, and the policy lapsed. 
peat samggd the company voluntarily allowed a sum of £907 in respect of 
the policy, and that sum was written off the mortgage debt. The amount 
of the premiums which Messrs. Strutt had paid exceeded £907. The 
present action was brought by the son against Messrs. Strutt, claiming the 
£907, and interest thereon, and also a declaration that he was entitled in 
the character of surety to stand in the place of the company, and to a lien 
on the leasehold property for the £907, and interest. 

Nortu, J., held that the plaintiff had no more equity to what he now 
claimed than Messrs. Strutt had to the lien which they claimed in the 
former action.—Counset, Everitt, Q.C., and C. Crawley; Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C., and Hadley. Sottcrrors, Fearon ; Oldman & Clabburn. 


Re FREME, FREME v. LOGAN—North, J., 5th June. 


Contrncent Remarnper—Farmvre or Particutar Estare—Mortcace— 
Reconveyance or Lecat Estate—40 & 41 Vicr. c. 33. 


A question arose in this case as to the effect of the reconveyance of the 
legal estate, when a mortgage was paid off, upon a contingent remainder, 
which was thereby converted from an equitable into a legal estate. A 
testator, who owned real estate which was subject to a mortgage, devised 
that estate to his son for his life, with remainder to such of the children 
of the son as, being sons, should attain the age of twenty-one, or, being 
daughters, should attain that age or marry under it. The will was 
executed before the passing of the Act 40 & 41 Vict. c. 33. The testator 
died in 1878. In 1888 the son, as tenant for life, sold part of the incum- 
bered real estate, and out of the proceeds of sale paid off the mortgages on 
the other incumbered real estate, which was reconveyed to the uses of the 
will. After this the son died, leaving three infant sons surviving him. 
He left no other children. 

Nortu, J., held that the reconveyance of the mortgaged real estates 
did not defeat the contingent remainders.—Counset, S. Hall, Q.C., and 
E. 8. Ford ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Arkle ; Benn ; Napier Higgins, Q.C., 
and C. Ashwell James. Sorictrors, Chester, Mayhew, § Co.; Bridges, Sawtell, 
§ Co. ; Field, Roscoe, & Co. 


MORRIS, WILSON, & CO. ». COVENTRY MACHINIST c0.—North, J., 
5th June. 


Pracrice—Reaisterep Destcn—InrRrinGEMENT—PARTICULARS OF OBJECTIONS 
—LE£Ave TO AMEND—TeERMS IMPOSED —Costs. 


The question in this case was, on what terms the defendant to an action 
to restrain the infringement of a registered design should be 

allowed to amend his particulars of objection. The defendants raised the 
defence of want of novelty, and they delivered particulars of objection. 
They afterwards applied in chambers for leave to amend their particulars, 
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and leave was given on the terms that the plaintiffs should be allowed 
within a fortnight to discontinue the action, and that, if they should elect 
to do so, the costs of the action, down to the delivery of the first- par- 
ticulars by the defendants, should be paid by the plaintiffs, and the 
subsequent costs by the defendants. The defendants now moved for the 
variation of the order by striking out the terms imposed on them. 

Nortn, J., refused the motion. He was of opinion that the practice in 
an action for the infringement of a registered design ought to be the same 
as that which had been already established in actions for the infringement 
of a patent, similar terms having been imposed when leave was given to 
amend a defendant’s particulars of objection to a patent, as in Edison 
Telephone Co. v. India Rubber Co. (17 Ch. D. 137).—Counset, Bousfield, Q.C., 
and Neill; Roger Wallace. Sourcrrors, Crowders § Vizard; Ward, Perks, § 
McKay. 


Re 8. A. JONES, BULLIS +. JONES.—Stirling, J., 5th June. 
PracticE—OkDER DRAWN UP BUT NOT PASSED AND ENTERED—OVERSIGHT— 
RE-DRAWN NUNC PRO TUNC. 

This was a motion ex parte to have an order re-drawn up, passed, and 
entered nunc pro tune under the following circumstances. By an order of 
the 3rd of June, 1885, W. R. S. Thomas and W. D. Bullis were appointed 
trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Act, 1882, of certain real 
estate settled by the will of S. A. Jones, deceased. The order was entered 
in the registrar’s book, and on the 12th of June the papers were left with the 
registrar for the order to be drawn up. Minutes of the order were settled 
by the registrar, and the order was engrossed and taken away by the 
solicitor acting in the matter, but was never left to be passed and entered. 
By virtue of the order the trustees sold the settled estate and invested the 
proceeds in the purchase of other property. On the 19th of February, 
1886, W. R. 8. Thomas died, and it was only recently discovered that the 
order had never been properly completed. The solicitor acting.in the 
matter had retired from practice, and the engrossment of the order could 
not be found. Counsel for the motion relied on Lawrence v. Richmond 
(1 J. & W. 241), Russell v. Tapping (3 W. R. 379), Ex parte The Dean and 
Chapter of St Paul’s (18 W. R. 724), Daniell’s Chancery Practice (6th 
ed.), p. 811, Seton on Decrees (4th ed.), p. 154. 

Srieuine, J., made the order.—CovnseL, Oswald, Soxtcrrors, Anderson 
§ Sons. 


GRIGG ». THE NATIONAL GUARDIAN ASSURANCE CO. (LIM.)—Keke- 
wich, J., 9th June. 


Brut or SaLe—P ence or Goups—Derivery Orper—DocuMENT ESSENTIAL 
TO THE TRANSACTION—Briis oF Sare Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 31), 
ss. 3, 4—Biits or Sate Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 3, 8, 9. 
The plaintiff, as owner of goods in a warehouse subject to a charge of 

£100, agreed with the defendants for a loan of £250 for fourteen days on 

the security of the goods. The £100 was paid off, and the inventory of 
the goods handed to the defendants, the balance being paid to the plaintiff. 

The warehousemen refused to transfer the goods till their charges were 

paid, so the plaintiff gave the defendants an order to the warehousemen as 

follows, ‘‘ Deliver to Mr. T. J. Bourne’’ (the secretary of the company) 

** or his order all property warehoused with you in my name on payment 

of your charges.’’ The defendants paid the charges, and the goods were 

transferred into the name of their secretary. The plaintiff also gave to 
the defendants a promissory note for £255, a promissory note for £30 15s. 
for the warehouse charges, and two agreements for payment of interest in 
default. The promissory notes, agreements, and delivery order were all 
dated and the £250 lent the 12th of May, 1890. The greater part of the 
loan being still due, the defendants, in May, 1891, removed the goods to 
an auctioneer’s premises, and the plaintiff now moved to restrain them 
from proceeding with the sale. It was argued that the delivery order 
ought to have been in the form of a bill of sale and registered as such. 
Kexewicu, J., said that the contract was a parol contract, and there 
was no document which was necessary as evidence in support of it. 

Possession of the gcods was given to the defendants when the money was 

lent. The transaction was one of pledge, the delivery order was not 

essential to it, and there was no reason why it should be in the form of a 

bill of sale and registered.—CounseL, Minton Senhouse ; Warmington, Q.C., 

and Dundas Gardiner. Sotrcrrors, W. Negus ; H. Montagu. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division, 


NOBEL BROTHERS PETROLEUM PRODUCTION CO. v. STEWART & CO.— 
5th June. 
DiscovEry—Propvction or Documents at TrrAt—Cuancery Practice— 
R. 8. C., XXXI., 14. 

This was an application by the plairtiffs to obtain an order upon the 
defendants to produce at the trial of the action all the documents set out 
in the schedule of their affidavit of documents madegunder an order for 
discovery. This form of order was alleged to be the common form in the 
Chancery Division, and to have the advantage of imposing upon the 
defendants the cost of the production of the documents at the trial, by 
relieving the plaintiffs from the costs of a subpena duces teeum. Th a cross 
action between the same parties in chancery a similar form of order had 
been obtained, and the plaintiffs sought as of right and for convenience 
that the like order should be granted in their common law action. It was 
alleged that the practice of granting such orders as of course in chancery 
dated from the Chancery Procedure Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 86), s. 18, 
and that the Chancery Division had continued the practice under the 
authority of ord. 31, r. 11, of the R. 8. C., 1873, now rule 14 of the R.8.C., 
1883, but it had never been extended to the common law courts, though, 
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under the Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25, sub-section 11, the rules of equity 
should prevail. Collins, J., at chambers, declined to make the order as 
asked for, and against his decision the plaintiffs now appealed. 
Tus Court (Denman and Wits, JJ.) dismissed the ap DENMAN, 
J., said: A new practice is here attempted to be introduced, but neither a 
judge at chambers nor a divisional court are the proper tribunals to intro- 
duce a new practice nor to override rules laid down for guidance by the 
whole body of judges. The granting of such an order is discretionary, 
and the judge was right in exercising his discretion in refusing to make 
such an order. Section 25, sub-section 11, of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
was never intended to introduce chancery practice or rules when they were 
mere rules of practice, but only where rules of equity on similar subjects 
to matters dealt with at common law gave rise to some principles on which 
there had formerly been difference of opinion between the two courts. 
Taking ord. 31, r. 14, by itself, the natural interpretation was thatit was 
intended to give power to the court or judge at any time when it might be- 
come material to order the production of some document or other which 
had become material in the course of the inquiry, and though, doubtless 
quite properly, the Chancery courts had interpreted the rule to apply to 
their former practice of granting such orders as here asked for, he saw no 
reason on the ground of convenience why any such new practice should be 
introduced in the common law actions. The decision in Bustros v. White 
(24 W. R. 721, 1 Q. B. D. 423) went no further than to say that the judge 
could not refuse to make such an order wherever material at any stage of 
the trial. Wu41s, J., concurred.—CovunsgL, FE. Bray; E. C. Jones. Sourct- 
tors, Clements, Jacques, § C», for Layton, Steel, § Springman, Liverpool. 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte CULLEN, Re PARROTT—Q. B. Div., 29th May. 


Banxruptcy—Proor—Proxy—Ricut or Proxy To attest INSTRUMENT OF 
Proxy—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, Scuepue 1, ruLEs 15, 16—Banxruptcy 
Ruxes, 1886, Aprenprx, rors 75, 76. 

An important question was raised in this case as to whether, under the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, a proxy can be an attesting witness to the instru- 
ment of proxy. On November 12, 1890, Mrs. Cullen, a creditor in the 
bankruptcy, made a prot of debt against the estate. The meeting of 
creditors was to be held on November 14, 1890, and Mrs. Cullen, being un- 
able to attend the meeting, gave a special proxy to Mr. T. A. Daniels, her 
solicitor, to vote for a certain person as trustee. The attesting witness to 
the instrument of proxy was Mr. T. A. Daniels himself, and an objection 
was taken on this account at the meeting which was overruled by the 
official receiver. The decision of the official receiver was, however, subse- 
quently reversed by the county court judge, in consequence of which Mrs. 
Cullen now appealed. By rule 15 of the Ist Schedule to the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, ‘‘a creditor may vote either in person or by proxy,’’ ms | by 
rule 16, ‘‘ every instrument of proxy shall be in the prescribed form, and 
shall be issued by the official receiver, or, after the appointment of a 
trustee, by the trustee, and every insertion therein shall be in the hand- 
writing of the person giving the proxy.’’ Form 75 in the Appendix to 
the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, contains after the words of the 
instrument of proxy the words ‘‘ signature of witness,’’ and below that 
the word ‘‘ address.” It also contains a form of certificate to be signed 
by the witness of a creditor who is blind or incapable of filling up the 


proxy. 

Tue Court (Cave and Cuanrtzs, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Cave, J., 
said that the only question to be decided was whether, under the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, a proxy could be an attesting witness to the instrument of proxy. 
It was not disputed that an attesting witness was required to an instrument 
of proxy, and the only question was whether the proxy himself could be 
such witness. The only authority on the subject that was cited was Seal 
v. Claridge (7 Q. B. D. 516), in which it was held by the Court of Appeal 
that the grantee of a bill of sale under the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, s. 10, 
sub-section (1), although he was a solicitor, could not be the attesting 
witness thereof. That section required that the execution of every bill of 
sale should be attested by « solicitor of the Supreme Court, and that the 
attestation should state that before the execution of the bill of sale the 
effect thereof had been explained to the grantor by the attesting solicitor, 
and the ground of the decision was that an attestation by the grantee was 
not sufficient, as he was a party to the transaction, and consequently had 
the greatest possible interest in deceiving the grantor if he was 
inclined to be fraudulent or to be guilty of malpractice. In 
that case the case of Freshfield v. Reed (9 M. & W. 404) was re- 
ferred to, but that case had not much bearing on the present case, 
as it only decided that a consent in writing duly attested means attested 
by a witness, and that a consent is not attested simply by the consenting 
party being a party to the deed to which his consent is required if his 
signature to the deed is not attested by a witness. Attestation was not 
necessary, as was observed in Se2/ v. Claridge, unless it was required by an 
instrument creating a power, or by some statute, and where it was so 
required the provisions of the instrument or statute, whether express or 
implied, must be complied with. Obviously, the requirement of an 
attesting witness was inconsistent with the grantor attesting his own 
signature, and there was the authority of the Court of Appeal for going 
a step further and saying that a Lamy A to the transaction could not be an 
attesting witness. It was true that Lord Selborne, C., fortified his 
conclusions in that particular case by considerations drawn from the 


‘ of the statute, which in that case required an a witness, 
but it was cay gn to read re Bg ment without un it as 
laying down the general rule sta above. It was true that no authority 


due to the fact that the far wider-rule excluding witnesses on the ground 
of interest obscured the narrower, but far more reasonable, rule in- 
capacitating a party to the transaction from being an attesting witness. 
The general rule or principle excluding those who pore jane to the transac- 
tion from being competent attesting witnesses wi clearly “pp , as in 
Seal v. Claridge it was held to apply to the grantee of a bill of sale and in- 
capacitate him from being an attesting witness to the bill of sale. Did this 
principle apply to the case of a proxy? There was indeed no contract be- 
tween the creditor-and the proxy, nor was the proxy a party to the docu- 
ment or required to sign it, nor did he take any beneficial interest under 
it. Butas he was the donee of the power conferred by the instrument, 
it could not be said that he was a to the transaction. It must 
also be remembered that the witness in the case of a blind or illiterate 
creditor had duties to perform with reference to the proxy beyond that of 
attesting the mark of the creditor. Such duties seemed to require the 
presence of an independent m other than the donee of the power, and 
it would be inconvenient to lay down a different rule as to the person who 
could be an attesting witness in the two cases. With the object or lng 
of requiring an attesting witness, and if one was required of limiting 
duty to attesting the signature of the person executing the document the 
court had nothing to do; but where an attesting witness was required the 
court had only to follow the law laid down by the Court of Appeal in 
Seal v. Claridge, and say that at any rate he must not be a party to the 
transaction. Some difficulty had, no doubt, been thrown in the way of 
the court by the decision in Bettison v. Bromiley (12 East, 250), but 

was in Seal v. Claridge an express and recent decision of the Court of 
Appeal laying down a general principle on the subject, and it was not 
for the court to di it or to endeavour to whittle it away by one of 
those fine-drawn and subtle distinctions which were the opprobrium of 
English law and the despair of all those who sought to involve from it 
a rational and intelligible system. The case was one of some difficulty, 
but the court had come to the conclusion that the decision of the county 
court judge was right. Cxartes, J., concurred.—Covnset, F. C, Willis ; 
Herbert Reed. Sorscrrons, Stephens § Stephens ; L. W. Byrne. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


MACKENZIE v. MACINTOSH—C. A. No. 2, 4th June. 
Soricrrorn—LreN—Lien ror Costs ON MONEY RECOVERED FoR CLIENT. 


A question arose in this case as to the extent of a solicitor’s lien for 
costs upon money recovered for his client. In 1886 Robert Wade owned 
a ship called The Vigilant, upon which he had effected three policies of in- 
surance, one for £1,250 with the Bristol Association, and the other two, 
respectively for £1,250 and £300, with the South of England Club. In 
October, 1886, the plaintiffs were the holders of two wer, meen given by 
Wade, one for £265, which was to fall due on the 11th of November, 1886, 
and the other for £100, which was to fall due on the 12th of October, 1886. 
The ship had been lost, and Messrs. Lowless & Co., solicitors, had been 
retained by Wade to act on his behalf in the recovery of the sums due to 
him in respect of the three policies. The acceptance for £100 was dis- 
honoured by Wade at maturity, and the plaintiffs were about to sue Wade 
for the amount, but they agreed not to do so in consideration of Wade’s 
giving them a charge on the policies to secure the amount of the two 
acceptances. The = was on by a document, dated the 2Ist of 
October, 1886, signed Wade, and addressed to the plaintiffs. It 
was (in substance) as follows:—‘‘I hereby charge all my interest in a 
policy of insurance, dated, &c., effected with the South of England Club 
on The Vigilant, and also a icy, dated, &c., effected with the South of 
England Club for £300 on The Vigilant, and also a policy effected with 
the Bristol Association for £1,250 on The Vigilant, with the payment to 
you of the amount of two several acceptances of mine, for £265, due on 
the 11th of November, 1886, and for £100, due on the 12th of October, 
1886.’’ Lowless & Co. sent this charge to the plaintiffs with a letter of 
the same date, in which they said: ‘‘ In pursuance of the inclosed written 
charge signed by Mr. Wade to-day, we undertake, out of any moneys re- 
ceived by us from either the South of England Association or the 
Association, under the policies on The Vigilant referred to in Mr. Wade’s 
security, to hand over to you, after payment of the legal , 80 much of 
the amount recovered from the said associations as may be sufficient to 
repay you the amount secured by Mr. Wade, or, in the event of the same 
not amounting to the amount of the charge, the whole thereof.’’ Lowless 
& Co., on behalf of Wade, took i against the two associations 
on the policies. The claim the Association was compro- 
mised for £478, and this sum was paid to Lowless & Co. The 
against the South of England Association was decided in their favour 
nothing being recovered by Wade. The plaintiffs then claimed to be 
the amount of their charge out uf the £478, subject only to the payment 
thereout of the taxed costs of Lowless & Co. of recovering that sum. Low- 
less & Co. claimed to be paid out of the £478 in priority to the plaintiffs, 
not only the costs of recovering that sum, but also their costs in relation 
to the action against the South of England Association. The present 
action was brought to determine this question. The defendants were, the 
trustee in the bankruptcy of Wade, and Messrs. Lowless & Co. Kekewich, 
J., held that, though, in the absence of contract, the lien of a solicitor upon 
a fund recovered for a client is not a general lien, but extending only to the 
costs of recove the ular fund, yet on the true construction of the 
letter written by Lowless & Co. to Wade the former were entitled to retain 
a the £478, in priority to Wade, their costs of both the actions on the 

cies. 
Tur Court (Lrxpiey, Bowsy, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the decision as 





in English law could be found for the proposition, which was probably 





regarded the construction of the letter. Lrvorey, L.J., said that the dis- 
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tinction between a solicitor’s lien upon money recovered by him (whether 
the money was in court or out of court) and his lien upon deeds or docu- 
ments of his client was well settled. The solicitor had a general lien upon 
deeds and papers of his client in his hands for all costs due to him by the 
client, however arising. But he had no such general lien against moneys 
which he recovered for his client. In that case his lien was confined to the 
costs incurred in respect of the particular fund, subject, of course, to this, 
that he had the ordinary rights of set-off which one creditor had as 
inst another. The distinction was pointed out by Lord Cottenham in 
Bozon v. Bolland (4 My. & C. 354). Apart, therefore, from the letter of the 
21st of October, written by Lowless & Co. to the plaintiffs, the plaintiffs 
would have been entitled to be paid out of the £478 the amount due to 
them, subject only to the prior payment thereout of Lowless & Co.’s costs 
of recovering that fund. In his lordship’s opinion it was not consistent 
with the letter of Lowless & Co. to read it as cutting down the plaintiffs’ 
right by giving Lowless & Co. priority also in respect of their other costs. 
The very opening words of the letter purported. to be an undertaking in 
ursuance of the charge—that is, to give effect to it, not to cut it down. 
e letter was only intended to reserve the legal right of the solicitors to 
retain their costs of recovering the particular fund, not to enlarge their 
rights. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Renshaw, Q.C., 
and Biss; Marten, Q.C., and Horace Nelson. Soutcrrors, E. H. Wyles; 
Lowless § Co. 





*,* In the report of the judgment of Mr. Justice Northin Re Withal 
(ante, p. 530), for the words ‘‘ but the solicitor was entitled to be remuner- 
ated under Part IT. of Schedule I.’’ read ‘‘ under Schedule IT.” 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the directors held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, on Thursday, the 4th inst.—the following being present, viz. :— 
Mr. Laurence Desborough (Chairman), Messrs. Dawes, Nisbet, Sidney 
Smith, Toovey, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary)—grants amounting to 
£1,120 were made to the widows and families of thirty members for the 
ensuing year, and £60 to the widows and daughters of eight non-members. 
Two new members were elected, and the ordinary general business was 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 10th inst , Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The other directors pre- 
sent were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Cotton, Edwin Hedger, 
Grinham Keen, R. W. Tweedie, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott 
(secretary). A sum of £260 was distributed in grants of relief, thirteen 
new members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
was transacted. 


UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


The 59th anniversary dinner in connection with this society was held on 
Wednesday night at the City Terminus Hotel. Mr. Justice Romer 
presided, supported by Mr. Justice Denman and Mr. Justice Wright, and 
ee present were—Sir Arthur Watson, Q.C., and Messrs. R. D. 
B. A , J. R. Adams, C. Baggallay, J. E. Bankes, T. H. Devonshire, 
R. P. Hardy, Chadwyck Healey, Q.C., G. Henderson, M. I. Joyce, H. 
Lawrence, T. F. Leese, Q.C., E. L. Levett, Q.C., T. Rawle, T. A. Romer, 
H. 8. Ryland, W. B. Smith, and J. Webster. 

The annual report stated that 50 new members had been admitted 
during the year, and the total number was now 955. Among 77 members 
£667 was distributed during the past year for sick pay, making the total 
sum so distributed £19,535. The cost to the society last year for super- 
annuation was £1,399, or a total since 1832 of £28,033. Most of the 
superannuated members received 14s. a week for life. The life assurance 
benefit gave £50 on the death of a member to his widow and children, 
and toa member on the death of his wife £25. During the past year 
£785 had been paid under this head, making a total in 59 years of £31,994. 
The capital fund now invested amounted to £82,285. The benevolent fund 
had as usual been of great assistance, the sum of £500 having been so 
distributed during the year. 

Mr. Justice Roxen, in proposing the toast of the evening—‘‘ Prosperity 
to the society,”’ said that the society was one in which the legal profession 
generally took a great interest. Why was this? He thought it was be- 
cause they felt it a duty they owed to the law clerks, who were a body 
distinguished for industry, uprightness, and devotion to their employers. 
Barristers and solicitors knew what they owed to their clerks, and he was 
glad of an opportunity of testifying to the esteem in which he held them, 
and the gratitude he and others owed them. They also felt it their duty 
to > law clerks the necessity of providing for sickness and death, 
and for the loss of employment. He was glad to see that their membership 
was increasing, and he hoped it would go on increasing. They had lost a 
valuable friend in the late Mr. Harry Rogers, but he believe they had men 
among them qualified to follow in his footsteps, and to assist in securing 
slecke to fete they wished for. In conclusion, he earnestly urged law 
¢ to join the society, pointing out that it was not a charity, and that 








anyone joining it could, if the necessity arose, claim its benefits without 
any loss of respect. 

Mr. Justice Denman proposed the toast of ‘‘The Chairman,’’ and said 
that two things had brought him to that gathering. He had a profound 
regard for the law clerks and for their society, which was established in 
the year when his father was made Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench, 
and to the funds of which he (the speaker) was one of the first con- 
tributors. The second reason was his admiration for Mr. Justice Romer, 
a great scholar and a distinguished lawyer. 

Mr. Keen, vice-president of the Incorporated Law Society, gave ‘‘ The 
Bench, the Bar, and the Profession,’’ and Mr. Justice Wright and Mr. E. 
Morten replied.—During the evening donations amounting to over £400 
Were announced. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 

The undermentioned gentlemen were on Wednesday called to the 
bar :— 

Lrycoun’s-1nn.—Francis John Bryant, Wadham College, Oxford; Fre- 
derick Mitchell Elliot, B.A., Cambridge; Bertram Cardew Gardiner; 
Francis Thomas Dove, University College, London; Francis Statham, 
LL.B., Cambridge; Frederick Trevor Galsworthy, B.A., Cambridge; 
William Freshfield Burnett, M.A., Oxford; Henry D’Arcy Hart, B.A., 
Oxford ; Thomas Loffill Dutton Dickinson, B.A., Oxford ; William Hebard 
Hudson, M.A., Oxford; and William Egelric Bigge, B.A., Oxford. 


Inner Tempie.—Clement Young Sturge, M.A., Oxford; James Dundas 
White, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; William Gilbert 4 Beckett, Cambridge ; 
Oscar Welwyn Rayner, B.A., Cambridge ; Zahid Ali Khan; Frank Ashby 
Pritt, B.A., Cambridge; Charles Frederick Lloyd, B.A., Cambridge; 
William John Turner Clarke, B.A., Oxford ; Edward Tilley Slater, B.A., 
Oxford ; James Henry Monk, B.A., Cambridge; Julian Charles Gaisford ; 
Arthur Emil Hayton, B.A., Cambridge; Arnold Glover, B.A., LL.B., 
Cambridge; George Dodson, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Charles Stuart 
Allison, LL.B., London; Austin Guy Wrigley, Cambridge; Matthew 
Stewart Pritchard, B.A., Oxford ; Samuel Mumford Everard, B.A., LL.B., 
Cambridge ; Marcus Warre Slade, B.A., Oxford ; Thomas Edmett Haydon, 
B.A., Cambridge; Percy Scott Hill Scott-Crickitt, B.A., Oxford ; Lionel 
Charles Whitehead Phillips, B.A., Cambridge; William Harold Tingey, 
B.A., Cambridge; Wyndham Neave Slade, B.A., Oxford ; 
John Ashburner Nix, B.A., Cambridge; Arthur George Du 
Cane, B.A., Oxford; Daniel Chamier; Arthur Moore; Jehangir 
Peerozshaw, &.A., Bombay; Walter M’Lachlan Money, B.A., 
Oxford; the Hon. Edward Evan Charteris, Oxford; Horace 
George Calthrop, B.A., Cambridge (holder of a scholarship in common 
law, awarded February, 1890); George Robert Harris, Calcutta; Cecil 
Bertie Gedge, B.A., Cambridge (holder of a scholarship in Real Property 
Law, awarded February, 1890) ; Frederick William Gilks, B.A., London ; 
Daniel Henry Conner, B.A., Oxford; James Smith, B.A., LL.D., Cam- 
bridge; Diwan Ram Prashad, Cambridge; Diwan Shadi Ram, Cam- 
bridge ; Thomas Cecil Pakenham, B.A., Oxford; Mohandass Karamchand 
Gandhi; Horacio Prudencio Parodi, London; Watkin James Yuille 
Strang Watkins, B.A., Cambridge; Wilfrid Bruno Colbeck, Cam- 
bridge; Nicolas Gilbert Louis Child, B.A., Oxford; George Frederick 
Lloyd Mortimer, B.A., Oxford ; Herbert Tremenheere Hewett, B.A., Ox- 
ford; Bernard Edward Spencer Brodhurst, B.A., Oxford (holder of a 
Scholarship in Equity, awarded February, 1891); Malcolm Edward 
Horne Martin ; Reginald George Gallop; Henry Price Chapman ; Edward 
James Jacob; Reginald Houblon Calvert, B.A., Cambridge. 

Mippitz Temrpie.—Frederick William Washington Kingdon, LL.D., 
London University (Lecture Prize in Roman Law, Studentship Roman 
Law, Lecture Prize Real and Personal Property); Abdul Majid, 
B.A., Christ’s College, Cambridge (Calcutta University, India - 
vernment Scholar, Tagore Scholar, Presidency College, Calcutta, Inns 
of Court Studentship, 1891); William Jethro Brown, B.A., LL.B., 
St. John’s College, Cambridge (Inns of Court Studentship and Middle 
Temple Common Law Scholar); William Edward Heathcote, M.A., 
Fellow Trinity College, Cambridge; Mohamed Abdul Alim; Arthur 
Raymond Yates, B.A., Jesus Oollege, Cambridge; Nai Plum; 
Arthur Harington Graham, B.A., en College, Oxford ; 
Egerton Milne Cumming Macdona, B.A., Oxford; Cecil Gren- 
ville Wilbraham, B.A., Merton College, Oxford; Mohamed Ismail 
Khan; Henry Beaument; Gabriel Hugh Savage; Robert Morris; Alex- 
ander Maclean, B.A., Christ Church, Oxford: Arthur Gaved Phillips ; 
Framroze Pestonjee Doctor, B.A., Bombay University ; Herbert Edward 
Chorley; Raj Narayan; Alexander Leeper (Lieutenant R.N.); George 
Mitchell Weekley, King’s College, London; Albert Parsons; George 
Grenville Phillimore, B.A., Oxford; Buch Tranbuchray Tricamray 
Majamdar; Mazhar Ul Hague; James Murray, Uniyersity of London ; 
Alfred Radford ; Sidney Percy Leggett; James Sands Henderson ; Percy 
Gladstone Thompson; Ram Gopal (Kayestha), Calcutta University ; 
Jagdish Sankar Misra, St. John’s College, Cambridge; Henry Walter 
Reece, University of London ; Samuel Edgar Wills; William Charles 
Godwin; Harry Stanley Scrivener, B.A., Magdalen College, Oxford ; 
Hemendra Nath Mitra, Doveton College, Calcutta ; Samuel Thomas Evans, 
M.P., London University. 

Gray’s Inn.—Thomas Bailey Clegg (Holt Scholar, Gray’s Inn, 1889, 
Lee Prizeman, 1890 and 1891); Harold Hardy, B.A., Oxford; Anthony 
Gordon Damian, University of London ; Thomas Cutter ; Fullarton James, 
B.A., Cambridge ; and Claudius Ernest Wright, B.A., B.C.L., Durham 
University. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Frepertcx Catvert, barrister-at-law, died last week at Claydon 
House, Claydon, Bucks, at the residence of Sir Harry Verney. He was 
the second son of General Sir Harry Calvert, Bart., and was born on June 
9, 1806. He was educated at Oxford, and was a fellow of Merton College. 
He was a student at Lincoln’s-inn in J anuary, 1827, but he afterwards went 
to the Inner Temple, where he was called to the bar on January 28, 1831. 
He was @ omy eng Q.C. in 1849, and in the same year he was made a 
bencher of his inn. He was treasurer in 1869. He was elected M.P. for 
Aylesbury in December, 1850, but was unseated in April, 1851. He 
married on September 14, 1865, Lady Lucy Carzline Herbert, daughter of 
Edward, second Earl of Powys, K.G. He w> tae author of the “ Law 

respecting Parties to Suits in Equity.”” He wv a fellow of the Royal 
— Society, and a justice of the peace and deputy-lieutenant 
for he Bae 

Mr. Cartes Francis Trower, barrister, died on Wednesday last in the 
seventy-fifth year of his age. He was a son of the late Mr. J » fa Trower, 
of Southampton, and was born in 1817. He was called to the bar in 1842, 
and was for some time secretary of presentations to Lord Westbury. 


Mr. Cuartes Kaye Fresnrietp, solicitor, died at_his se in 
Brighton on Saturday last, in his eighty-fourth year. Mr. C. K. Fresh- 
field was the son of Mr. James Wille Freshfield. He was Bh at 
the Charterhouse, and was admitted in 1831, when he became a partner in 
the firm of Messrs. Freshfield. On his retirement from the firm in 1870 
he was elected a director of the East Indian Railway Co. Mr. Freshfield 
represented Dover in the House of Commons from 1865 to 1868 and again 
from 1874 to 1885. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. James SHaksPzAre Smrrn, solicitor (of the firm of James & Smith), 
of Liverpool, has been elected a Member of the Bootle School Board, in 
the place of Mr. John Lynch, solicitor, who resigned a month ago on 
account of ill-health. 


Mr. Bayrorp, Q.C., and Mr. R. M. Bray have been elected Benchers 
of the Honourable Society of the Inner Temple, in succession to the late 
Sir Patrick Colquhoun, Q.C., and the late Mr. Hare. 


Mr. J. P. Asprvatt, barrister, of the North-Eastern Circuit, has been 
elected a Bencher of the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple, in in 
successsion to the late Sir Montague Smith. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.ution. 

Ricnarp Sewarp Pearce, ALEXANDER Panis, and James RicHarp 
Smrrn, solicitors and notaries public, of Southampton. The said 
Alexander Paris and James Richard Smith will continue to carry on the 
business in partnership as heretofore. June 4. [ Gazette, June 5. 


GENERAL. 

At a meeting of the Society of Chairmen and Deputy-Chairmen of 
Quarter Sessions of Counties in England and Wales, held on the 4th inst., 
Viscount Cross was re-elected president, and Mr. B. B. H. Rodwell, Q.C., 
vice-president for the ensuing year. 


The Times says it is understood that the Court of Common Council will 
shortly be asked to vote a pension to Sir Thos. Chambers, the Recorder of 
London, on a similar scale to that provided for the judges of the High 
Court after they have served 15 years. Sir Thos. Chambers has sat on 
—_— of the Central Criminal Court for 34 years, and is now in his 

year 


The Globe says that no fewer than twenty-nine students were called to 
the bar by the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple on Wednesday 
evening, Lord Coleridge, who is treasurer for the current year, pre- 
siding. In making the usual remarks to the new candidates for briefs, he 

cunteiell to mitigate the triteness proper to-such occasions by remarking 
that people hear a great deal of the decline of legal business, but the 
number of gentlemen—who might be presumed to know what they were 
about—who were called each erm was, to his mind, evidence that the 
rumour is absolutely without foundation. 


The Home Office has just issued the following circular to magistrates’ 
clerks :—‘‘ I am- directed by the Secretary of State to inform you that 
complaints have been made to him by her Majesty’s judges that the 

tions which are delivered to the clerks of assize in connection with 
in ble cases are too often taken down in writing which cannot be read 
without constant effort and annoyance and great loss of valuable time. 
Another matter which has excited comment on the part of the j is 
the occasional failure to send with the depositions, when lodged with the 
clerk of assize, the original exhibits (or copies of them), without which the 
depositions themselves are frequently agg ge oe Mr. special ean, 
maybe 2 me, therefore, to request tha special pains 
1) 10 record the statements of witnesses inal all cases in plain 
and eso e writing, and (2) to deliver such d tions in indictable 
with the respective exhibits (if any), to the clerk of assize, 
clerk’ of the peace, or proper officer of the court before which the trial of 
the person to whose case the ae refer is to be had, in as — 
a form as possible, and in such time as to enable the judge, recorder 
chairman of quarter sessions, or other presiding justice to and master 
their combenie, if he wishes to do so, before he charges the grand jury.”” 














COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Recistrars 1x ATTENDANCE oN 


Date. Aprgzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
iat ae 
ay Ward 
Re Pemberten 
Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kekewicu. Romer. 
Leach 
Godfrey Rolt 
Leach 
Godfrey Bolt 








Warning vy S IvTeNDING House Purcuasers & eet | —Before or renting 
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Ssinwter (Kate. 187 cts cer tee posite Town Hall, Victori-etroet, 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, J 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep 1x Cppceuee. 
Derenxce Vessgp Construction Co, Litre: Me gO » has, by an order dated Jan 16, 
appointed Edwin Waterhouse, of 44, Gresham st, to aon or tor 
bag = pS cs an ade Laure ) 
eir names dresses, and the +. 
ding and Cuabal bidgn North Joke st; Liverpoci North & Co, 


He & Co, tities for Sane 1 i presented June 4, directed to be heard 
before ae & Eom, Reveent Comm Goat, 





o’clock in the afternoon of ys ~ ad 
map tal oe pe anp Mip.ayxp 9 el spans 3 eo Co, Luirrep—Creditors 
re required on or before June 30 to send and the hanes ves 
of their debts or claims to Av te King’s Arms yard ursday, 
July 9, at 12, is —— claims. 
Tur Ormonpe Synp pes Linireo before July 27, 
send their names set ae dasa sa Se 


William Innes, 4, ene 


or betere July Ot, a sent Got and addresses, the thei 
or claims, to John Bicknell, Carlton chambers, Baldwin st, Bristol. Brittan & Co, 
Bristol, solors for liquidator. 
Tur Union State anv Stas Co, Santee. lies are required, on or bef 
ant te ee and the of their debts or claims, to 
Tahourdin and William Thomas, ps A gy Cd 
oo Sratres Goip Piacers, .eay winding up, poet Sam oe, & 
directed to be heard on June 13 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln's inn fields, solors d 


s 


bef s Ma~ Synpicate, Limitrep—Petition for winding up, presen 
directed to be heard before Kekewich, J, on June 13 Soames & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, 
solors for er Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than six 
o’clock in afternoon of June 12 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
sy ty AND Operative InpEPENDENT Beyerit Society, Weavers’ Arms, Stamford 
3 


une 
Cae Mecuayicat Bexerit Sociery, Laurel Villa, St Luke’s road, Maidenhead, Berks 
29 
™ Lendon Gazette.—Tvurspay, June 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
TED 1n CHANCERY. 
Assets AND Desenture Securities ) pe eg Lontrp—Petition for rane 20, Tou, 
Caress pl, Fissbuny circus, ssler Sor poiner No Metigee? copeasing mat Jame 
een sie dened on the afternoon a dens tt 


CrenTRaL eee Sro Liuiwep—Creditors are or before J 
eonk Ge ena addresses, ees as pation of teas tutte or-4abin Ay Bod 


Newson-Smith, 37, W: 
CenTrat Co-OPERATIVE Liurrep—By an order made by Kekewich, J, pod ey 
29, it was ordered that the catany winling wp al the etmguay be entieand 
son, Bedford row, solor for 
sme AND CoNTIXENTAL Assoctatioy, Loutep—Creditors are required, on or before 
pe dhe iw bk and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and 
P. ¥ T. “eT, barman, Lintrao “Creditors are tre required, on or before July 21, to << 
e particulars of their @ebts or a 
the Franch Bank of Wi Williams Deacon and Manclester and. Sal uns bn Cr at 


Deansgate, Orford & Sons, Manchester, solors for liquidators _ 
Riees Tecuyxicat Epucatioyx ie ; = 


pig FO be mdfeses and the, particulary of the =. a 


Victoria st, solor for the liquidator 
Wipyrs eons See ee bg ony oy or before July 22, to send their 
names and addresses, the pater of the or claims, to Charles Frederick 
Haney Central ag, North Soh poo eat gt hee ye 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Omsoas J Possows Lover Reroru Friexpty Socixty, Windsor Castle, Coopers rd, Old 
Kent une 4 
Evenive Star Lover or Sukrrixip Ixprpexpext Opp Frtiows Farespiy Sociery, 
Peacock 11, le st, Sheffield June 6 
QUEEN oF Ex@Lanp FRIENDLY Society or Mryers axp Orarrs, Holly Bush Inn, Lye, 
Worcester June 6 


Susprxpep ror Tarek Moytns. 
Casvammene Lover oF ay, 4 Sy ry Farexpty Socrery, Crimean Tavern, Church 
Cover Foresters’ Text IENDLY SOCIETY, of Gran! 
a ; x » Marquis by Inn, Shillington, 


june 3 
Covurr 3p ~~ ee A O F Farenpty Socrery, Townhall, Frodsham, Warrington, 
Chester June 
Rosesvp Lopes, A F Garpeners’ Frrexpiy Society, Clavering Arms, Mulgrave tert, 
Gateshead-upon-Tyne, Durham June 3 , 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette. —Turspay, June 2. 
Martm, Wiiu1am Cuantes, Edgware. June 30. Freeland v Lovett, Stirling, J. 


Allingham, orton avenue 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 5. 















































Gatwarp, Rocer, Sible Hedingham, Essex, Farmer. July 10. Gatward v Gatward, 
N ; ans, John st, Bedford row 
JARVIS, ‘Wiitram, Cdunen st, Woolbroker. July 2. Herron and Son vy Camroux, 


¥ Wright & Wright, Queen Victoria st 
Smpsox, Paterave, Liverpool, Solicitor. July 1. Fleming v Simpson, Registrar, Liver- 
. Johnson, Liverpool 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 9. 
Fressox, ALFRED Rectxaup, Burslem, Staffs, Chemist. July 10. Fresson v Fresson and 
another, North, Morten ¢ & Co, a" te st 
Hayes, a A sae Mi ster sq, Esq. Oct 31. Bernard v 


Hayes, North, J. 
eas “Tae, Woodside rd, aisha nr Southampton. July 27. 


’ 





Allen v Fowler, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 26. 
Auuen, Mary Ayn, Frogham, Nonington, Kent. June13, Knocker, Dover 
ARBUTHNOT, ag Cuar.totre Racnet, Eastbourne. July 10. Woodhouse & Co, 
Barber, eon, High st, Stratford, Dealer. June 30. Vanderpump & Eve, Philpot lane 
= Prixxey, Belsize park, Hampstead, Esq. July 27. Tamplin & Co, Fen- 


Becuier, Martiy, ee avenue, Hammersmith, Analytical Chemist. 
, West st, 


sbury circus 
Brack, Tom, Eastleigh, Southampton, Miller. July 17. Black & Fisher, New inn, Strand 
Buianters, Grorce Hewry, Malpas, Chester, Farmer. June 20. Brassey, Chester 
Burien, Artuur WELLESLEY, Sevenoaks, Kent, no occupation. June 25. Knocker & Co, 
vi 8 
Case, Tou, Gt Grennell, Sutton, Cab Owner. June 30. Nicholls & Co, Basinghall st 
Case, Mantua Jane, Richmond, Surrey. June 17. Gabriel, Portugal st bldgs, Lincoln’s 


inn 
Geet, en aoen Homes, Stock Exchange, Stock Dealer. 


July 4. 


June 24. Mellows, Fenchurch 


a ae, Crampton st, Newington, Commercial Traveller. July 1. Jones, 
ss a, Drypool, Kingston on Hull, Licensed Victualler. July 1. Watson & 


Fixx, foomas, Pembridge Villas, Bayswater. July 1. Taylor, Old Burlington st 

Garp, Mary Euiza, Exeter. July 7. Stamp & Co, Honiton 

GrirritH, CHarLes, Weston super Mare, retired Chemist. July 1. Davies, Weston 
Hanriey, ew hitete Preston Quarter, Cumbrind. June 5. Atkinson & Bennett; and 


itehaven 
Howyovr, Magra, Dudley rd, Birmingham. June 24. Brooks, Birmingham 


Jerrrey, ALBANY, an, Yorks, Gamekeeper. July 1. Kirby & Son, Harrogate and 


Jeune, James Wii1aM, Idol lane, Eastcheap, Drug Broker. June 27. Digby, Liverpool 


street 
Kirk, Wiit1am, Hedon in Holderness, Yorks, Surgeon. July 1. Watson & Co, Hull 
Low, Amsrosz, Clacton on Sea, Essex, retired Farmer. July 2. White & Son, Colchester 
McGr11, Davin, Gorton, Lancs, Manager to the Manchester Carriage Co. July 7. Minor, 


ec ~~ joemenane Somer’s rd, Brixton hill. June 22. Kingsbury & Turner, Brix- 
Movuxstzruex, Jou, the elder, Colyton, Devon, retired Corn Merchant. June 26. 


Pats, Epwarp, Frimley, Surrey, Gent. June 25. Woodenck & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Danegs Bo Rev Samve. tang) Tilney All Saints, Norfolk, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 11. 
‘arvis & ynn 
Pirrs, ue Gerorce, Kinnerton st, htsb: » 
ues 7 _ Knightsbridge, Professor of Dancing. June 30. 
Renaiig ssa, Chipping Campden, Glos, Esq. July 10. Kendall, Bourton on the 


Rosixsox, Joux, Robert Town, Liversed Yorks, Regist f Birth d ths. 
August 1.’ Rawnsley & Peacock, Bradford.” se aah 





Sarru, Joseru, Stanningley, Yorks, Cabinet Maker. July 1. Wood, Leeds and Stan-~ 


Surrn, Wiii1aMm, Reading, Gent. June 24. Brain & Brain, Reading 


Wricut, Harriet Aveusta, Millbank st, Westminster, Gas Engineer. 
later & Co, Bond court, Walbrook 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Ma: 
Avams, Jouy, Halghton, Flints, Farmer. June 30. Balter 4 Giles, Ellesmere, Salop 


Auperson, AnTuony, Birstall, nr Leeds, Innkeeper. June 23. Harker, Birstall 
Bennett, Joun Barker, Ipswich, retired Builder. June 30. Kingsford, Ipswich 
Burcuer, AManpA Heyrietra, Plymouth. July 14. Wolferstan, Plymouth 

Doane, Cuarces, Keppel st, Russell sq, Esq. July1. Symonds & Son, Hereford 

Dovey, Greorce Suertocx, Regent’s Park rd, Watchmaker. June 30. Bird, Bedford 


eves, Bink, Plymtree, Devon. June 30. Stamp & Co, Honiton 

DucxworrtH, Bernarp, Manchester, Merchants. July 25. Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 
Exuiotr, Marcaret, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks. July1. Rhodes & Evans, Halifax 

Fow er, GrorGe, aoe rd, Physician. July 10. Greenfield & Cracknall, Lancas- 


ter pl, 8 

Gusum ham, Cheeter, Gent. July 1. Bridgman & Co, Chester 

Gray, Jou, Sheffield, Saw Manufacturer. Augi. Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Hacker, Henry, Aldershot, Government Clerk of Works. June 24. Wells, Aldershot 


Hovett, Boman sparen, Norwich, Hair Cloth Manufacturer. Aug 1. Cozens- 
y, Norwic 
Humpureys, Witur1aM, Liverpool, Greengrocer. June1. Jones, Liverpool 


James, Ricuarp Watrer, Cardiff, Ironmonger. June 24. Rees, Cardiff 


JORDAN, romans, Earl’s court rd, Kensington, Gardener. June 29. Foster & Spicer, 
Queen , : 
Krrsy, Wasa Pickering, Yorks, Yeoman. June 29. Whitehead, Pickering 


Lewis, Saran, Folkestone. June 27. Upton & Co, Austinfriars 
Maruews, Gzorce, Waltham Cross, Herts, Coachman. June 30. Powell, Old Burling- 
to 


naan, Wenieam: Adel, Yorks, Resident Secretary. July 1. Piercy, Leeds 
Morcay, Epwarp, Caerleon, nr Newport, Mon, Tailor. July 21. Morgan, Hastings 
Norrtoy, Jane, Pickering, Yorks. June 29. Whitehead, Pickering 

Parsons, Ameria, Stroud, Glos. July 1. Wallis, Hereford 

Pass, Evizasetu, Horwich, Lanes. June 20. Clarke, Fleetwood 


Pearsos, James, Westmoreland bldngs, Aldersgate st, Reastaurateur. 
Steavenson & Couldwell, Gracechurch 
PLoMER, CHARLOTTE, Brockhurst, nr Gosport. July 1. Blake & Co, Portsmouth 


Piume, Exiza, Sevenoaks, Kent. Sept1. Charlton, St Swithin’s lane 

Fas, Se, Lower Beeding, Sussex, Housekeeper. June 27. Medwin & Co, Hore 
sham 

Rem, Mary, Harlington rd, Hillingdon. July 6. Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Rosinson, Josern, Kendal, retired Farmer. July 11. Dobson, Kendal 

Rogers, Rosert, Dun’s Tew, Oxon, Farmer. June 19. Coggins, Doddington, Oxon 

Row .ey, Georerxa AuGusta, Somerleyton rd, Brixton. July 1. Desborough & Co, 
Finsbury pavement 

July1. Ridsdale & 


RvuntIneG, byte oo" Half Moon st, Piccadilly, Chiropodist. 
m, Gray’s inn 
Scuorrecp, Taomas, Old Trafford,jnr;Manchester,Gent. June{30. Slater & Son, Manchester 
Sissons, Witt1AM, Kingston upon Hull, formerly Surveyor. July 15. Jackson & Son, 
Hull 


June 18. Link- 


June 30. 


Stoman, Auice, Upper Kennington lane, Surrey. July 1. Winch, Chatham 
Sorvon, Ex1zasetu, Somerset pl, Liverpool. July 1. Read, Liverpool 
Sow er, Sir Tuomas, Knt, Rusholme, Lancs. July 31. Lycett & Co, Manchester 
SPILLER, ee a Tasman rd, Stockwell, Builder. June 30. Pattison & Co, Queen 
Geereas, Raner, Merthyr Tydfil, Draper. July 6. Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 
Taytor, Mary Susannau, Deal. July 15. Greening, Fenchurch st 
Vickers, Caro.ixg, Bath. June 30. Young & Co, St. Mildred’s ct 
Water, Aynz, Lyminge, Kent. July 31. Stilwell & Harby, Dover 
Water, Witi1am Heyry, Dartford, Kent. June 30. Hayward, Dartford 
Wuvsat1, Jouy, Nottingham, Grocer. June 24. Wyles & Spencer, Nottingham 
Witiramsox, Rosert Hopper, Whickham, Durham, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 8. 
Griffith & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
June 30. Walker, Belper 


Woop, Grorcz, Postern, Derby, Seamer. 


| Yersureu, Mary, Southwold, Suffolk. June 27. Tweed & Co, Lincoln 





Fotrer, Henry Wits, Cogito, Tobacconist Cam- 
bridge Pet June2 Ord Jun 

Gitiarp, Tuomas Peruice, A yr aty nr Camelford, Corn- 
wall, Farmer Truro Pet June :. ~ June 2 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | 


London Gazette.—Frivay, June 5. 
Gorsx, James Durty, Nottingham, Coal Merchant Not- 
RECEIVING ORDERS. bam Pet May 23 Omi June 3. 


| ting’ 
ALtEs, ALFRED, weg meee Yorks, Butcher Wakefield | —,, Ey = Moorcroft House, Biliagion, focmeniy 
Pet June 1 "Ord J et Gardener Windsor Pet Ord June 


Axspertos, WILLIAM, tl nr epee, Grocer Man- Hannisos Jouy, itary, Tobapenaist ren Si 
A Wie Hightat ot Fulham rd, f ly | H volng Ae Oia, Bak Salford Ma 

USTIN, ILLIAM, ormerly | Wan SAAC, Pet 16 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet June 3 Ord 5 Ord June 1 = - 5 . 

ENAWAY, ap Grimes, Newbould on Stour, 

Aytos, Epwarp, Southwick st, Hyde Park, Surgeon | Pet June 2 Ord June 2 


Pet May8 Ord J J cise, Jou, Every 1, Faney D Li 1 Pet 
y une ENKINS, JOH vi 

Braga, Pron, Piha ert, Noble st, Mietactare's | “ —e ba chained scales 
| LaTHam, Jouy, Sandbach, Cheshire, al to the Guar- 
ngleton Macclesfield 





June3 Ord J 
High Court Pet June1 Ord Jun 
a O A, Queen Victoria st High Court Pet April | dians of the Poor (of Go 
0 Ord June Pet May 14 Ord June 


2 
tien Wrrsran,C mg soe, ~ Ty gereeuee Painter | Lecomte, Prerrr, Fulham ” High Court Pet May 15 
Chine La We ~t te Draper’s grds. I oT mas, Bri h ail h Pet Ma: 
ae BA, a ~ URE, weeas, ton, Tailor B to et 30 
Financial Agent High Court ol| bliss — 4 


Pet April 13 
4 | Licures 8., rd, High Court 
Coorzr, Tnouas Jons, Earl’s crt rd, Man to TI) Pet May 6 ie Geticten Elginavenue Hig! 
bm & Co, Lim High Court Pet May 11 Ord | | Zocas, rome, late of Fenchurch st High Court Pet May 
une 3 


Man 
De Vittz, rm ~ Rostssox, Burton on Trent Builder | Minciey, Witsiam, we Stock Broker Hudders- | Taxvasxis, Joun, Maindee, nr 


Pet June 2 Ord June 2 field Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Froopes, “Francis Oulton, nr Stone, Stafls, Innkener ) Myixs, Janxs, 
- une 2 Ord June 2 Eastbourne 


Sussex, Builder Lewes and 
Pet May 14 Ord June 1 








Newsuam, Atrrep Lewis, Southsea, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet June3 Ord June 3 

Newroys, ve Novurst, =p me f s St Albans High 
Court Pet March 26 Ord J 

Nicuoxs, Janes, Brick lane, Bethnal aii Cabinet Maker 

h Court’ Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Nievp, Bertua, Lo Staffs, Earthenware Manufac- 
turer Longton ot May 21 Ord June 2 

Ouprig.p, Peter, late ot anes Timekeeper Bradford 

Ek | 

ACKER, “" % anaes, unt st, Store st, 
ogneme, OS Ridgmoust "Pet June 1 Ord 
une 1 


Penton, Cuaries Ernest, Franconia rd, Clapham, _ 
chant’s Clerk High Court Pet June1 Ord June 1 
Pour, i James, ‘Belgrave Les, Do Beot Manufacturer Leices- 
Rosinson, Horace, Criterion ‘lags, Lg ye Pork 

Butcher Edmonton Pet June2 Ord June 
ees ae, Derby, Builder Derby Pet June 2 
une 2 


Spreapsury, Georoe, Southsea, Florist Portsmouth Pet 
une 


June 1 
Tuompsoy, Arruvur, Bi ding Manufacturer 
Birmingham Pet Ma Man ae Ora te June 3 


y 27 
Tuornpery, Joun Russet, Macks rd, Bermondsey, Paint 
ufacturer on Cree Pet June3 Ord June 3 
Homer Men, Boot Dealer 
»Mon Pet ct May 20 Ord June 1 
DWARD, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Grocer Burton on 


| Vesey, 
Trent Pet June 3 Ord June 3 
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in = ae Te mee aad Insurance Agent Hastings 


WALKER, iu Old Normanton, Date, < ae of Works 
Mid. Ry Derby Pet June2 Ord J 

Wuittey, Evizasetu Jane Rorsuck Huddersfield, Widow 
Huddersfield Pet Dec 10 Ord May 5 

Wurttey, Joseruus James Rozsuck, Huddersfield, Solicitor 
Huddersfield Pet Dec 19 Ord May 5 

Wiusox, Witiiam Osetia OWepruch, Army Tutor 
Dorchester Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Wricut, Taomas ane, Sam eer. \ amnaes Kingston 
Surrey Pet Jun 
The following amended notice is siaaigaal for that 

published in the London Gazette of May 29. 


sale Witz Joux, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manu- 
acturer Bristol Pet May 27 Ord May 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aue, pe ya > rae Butcher June 12 at 

efield 

Arras, JAMES, Birmiaghem, 3 Jeweller Junei7atil 25, 

ore Tow, 

Asutox, Ricnarp Rice, Battle, Sussex, late Furniture 
Dealer June 16 at 12 Senior Off Rec, 24, Railway 
app, London Bridge 

Borren, ALFRED Cuarzzs, Colchester, Jeweller June 12 at 
12 36, Princes st, ng 

Bromiey, Jory, Chadderton, cs, Contractor wee 15 

at 3 Off Rec, Priory Simba t Union st, Oldha: 

Brown, Wiuam, Castleford, Yorks, pe Tener ong Painter 
June 12at11 Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Brown, Witt1am, Landport, Basket Manufacturer June 
2at3 Off Rec, Cambridge June, High st, Portsmouth 

Burton, LA A, Cardiff, Draper June 12at12 Off Rec, 33, 


ConeEN, va Ayniz, Brighton, house K 
June 15 at 12 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion i , Brighton 
Cross, Tuomas, Bramley, nr Leeds, Gent June 15 at 11 

22, Park act Leeds 
Davies, ty Cilyewm, Carmarthenshire, Farmer 
June l7atil Off , 11, Quay Joh en 
Eartuy, Artuur Ernest Ricuarp, "Care ote Forest Gate, 
Bank Clerk June 16 at 2,30 33, st, Lincoln’s inn 


elds 
Epwarps, Wiz Jonny, Ki ood, Glos, Boot Manufac- 
turer June 17 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chambers, Corn 
st, Bristol 
Euuis, Joux, Bethesda, Lianllechid, Goeevatin, 
Draper June 12at12 Railway Hotel, 
Fiaeins, Francis, Oulton, nr Stone, Staffs, eee 
June 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, St. Martin’ + Stafford 
Fietcuer, Batpwiy, Cannon st, Accountant June 16 at i2 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Foster, Henry, Aurrep Foster, and Tuomas Foster,, 
reat Eastern oreditch, Timber Merchants June 
} A . i Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


Foyer, come Li  Sepeene June 18at3 Off Rec 
35, 

Furter, ltosta ot, LAverpool ee Tobacconist June 
16at12 Off Rec, Cury, Cambridge 

Hatt, Tad Groner. ewbury, Berks, Chemist June 
12at3 Off Rec, 95, Tem le chambers, ‘Temple avenue 

—T Groopu an, Kineton, Warwickshire, Baker June 15 
at2 ff Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Houvaxn,, ug dies Salford, Baker June l5at 3 Off Rec, 

en’s chambers, Bridge st, Pa 

Howes, Grorce Grtrrorp, Littleboro Tailor 

June 16 at 11 Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, ;, Union st, Old- 


ae es WILLIAM, reny Cambs, Carter June 17 at 
10.1 B Whall, et sq, King’ s Lynn 
J m4 scan, Salisbury, B Builder Junel2at12 Off 


non Pency, late late Fenchurch st June18at11 33, Carey 
n’s inn 
Masox, Henay Wit.iaM ag rd, Carriage Builder 
June 16 at 11 33, Carey st, coln’s inn 
Mive.ey, Witi1aM, Huddersfield, "Btock Broker June 16 at 


a Haigh & & Sons, Solicitors, 55, New st, Hudders- 

Mousa Regs, Llandovery, Carmarthenshire, Licensed 

Vict —— June 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Car- 
marthen 


Nevittt, Mary, Aston New Town, Warwickshire, Baker 
o June Pe ll + Coa Tete : 
a eTER, Bradfo: imekeeper June 16 at 11 
Ree, 1, Manor row, Bradford 
eng, Innkeeper June 


Packer, Gectkas Exuiorr, Ridgmount st, Store st, Belden 
+5 Silk Finisher June 16 at 12 Bankruptey 
coln’s inn 
Sena Joun Rosert, Northampton, Hairdresser June 
13 at 12.30 County Court Offices, Northam; 
Remincroy, Hersert, Aston juxta ,» Com- 
mercial Traveller June 15 at 3 25, ore row, 


Roessier, novus Ferpinanp, Ipswich, Corn Merchant 
June 17 at 12 36, Prince’s ty wich’ 
Saunpers, Epwix, Grafton rd. entish Town, Cheese- 
Leg inee dM 33, "38, Carey at, Lincoln's inn 


ocomnl over, 
19 Off 


Beanie, Tuomas, Great Ch lane, Hammersmith, Corn 
Chandler i, Goss Canoes Off Hes Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avnue 


Sra, Grorce Samugt, Joun Porrer, and Harry Simoy 
Wariixa, Norwich, Builders June 12 at 3.30 Off Ree, 


ton inne Ried 
Taytorn, AL¥RED. Glos, Boot Manufacturer 
June 24 at 12° Off Bank chmbrs, Corn 


st, Bristol 
Trask, James Joun, Fairwood, W Wilts June 17 
at12 Off Reo, Bank chibi, Corn Bristol 
Trevasxis, Joun, Doles 
eg K at12 Off Rec, Council a cenhen oe ale 
Trssxn, E J Dy ty hton, Widow June 17 at 2.30 
; rig 33, Carey 


st, 
Wasser == Southsea, Baker June 23 at 4 Of 
, Cambridge Junction; High st, Portsmouth 





Wuuey, Exizasrru Jane Bermnon, Boi EB 
June 16 at 3.30 Haigh & Son, 
Huddersfield 

Wuittey, Josrruvus Janes Rozsuck, Huddersfield, Solicitor 
pene 8 Haigh & Son, solicitors, 55, New st, Hud- 


Wicarxs, Epwarp Joyryes, Budge row, Chemical Agent 
June 17 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


y ag: ro gree 
Asutox, Ricuarp a Battle, 8 late Furniture 
Dealer Hastings Pet Aj 


uddersfield, Widow 
solicitors, 55, New st, 


A W Highfiel ra. pond June, former] 
USTIN, ILLIAM, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet June 3 Ord 


June 3 
Buiacc, Pace, Fitchett’s ct, Noblé st, Manufacturer’s 
ent High Court Pet June1 Ord June 2 
Bromiey, Joun, Chadderton, Lancs, Contractor Oldham 
Pet May 27° Ord June 1 
Browy, Waisen Castleford, 
Wakefield 


Pet June 1 une 
oe ee A., , Draper Cardiff Pet May 26 


Cam, 36 gone te Jossra veh an One bis Cg Wool Sorter Lei- 
pril 24 
Cuan G Bel soe hae ten ly * reliastee Pet March 


CLARKE, 4 Mosch 3 Wycomb, Leics, Farmer Leicester 
Pet Feb 24 Ord March 16° 

De Vite, Samvet Rosixsox, Burton on ea, Builder 
Burton on Trent Pet June2 Ord J 

Enetaxnp, Epwix Parsons, Leicester, A Water 
Manufacturer Leicester FS May 15 “Grd May 30 

EvenpEN, Frank, Saddler Canterbury Pet 
May June 3 

Fant, Joun Fuint Hacer, Leics, Farmer Leicester 


aa Ord Ma 
Poets, — Oulton, pte a, Staffs, Innkeeper 


vurrorey Ba.pwin ean st, ) High Court 
Pet May 25 Ord June 3 

Foyer, Jomm, Liverpool, Embosser Liverpool Pet May11 
Ord June 2 


a Jouy, Leamington Priors, Stationer Warwick 
Pet May 26 Ord June 2 

Furrer, — a Cambridge, Tobacconist Cam- 
bri Ord June 2 

Hanps, aad py Warwickshire, Baker Warwick 
Pet May 29 Ord June 2 

Hester, Georce Harnis, Surre 20" Gra June ? 
T i ‘andsworth = 2 


‘obacconist Wi: 
Houwanp, Isaac, Salford, Baker May 16 
Ord June 2 
James, James Meyer, Abchurch yard, Or ae Mer- 
chant Court Pet Feb 20 Ord June 


yoke, J cmenepen Painter 


pian, Tuouas, righton, Tailor Brighton Pet May 30 Ord 
une 


Marxkuam, JAMES, Roy Norton, A saad Draper Bir- 
Pet May 26 Ord May 27 

Mansa, Cuartes Henry Cromweit, Dover, Watchmaker 
Canterb Pet May7 Ord June 1 

Mites, Arruur ee May Baa pom Surrey, Grocer 


andsworth Pet Bldgs, Mino 
er Ww igh Court late sharps bide, ol 7 Mer- 
NewnuamM, ALFRED my Bg Southses, fm de 


Pet June2 Ord June3 
Nicuots, James, Brick lane, Bethnal Green, Cabinet Maker 


Pet June 2 Ord June 2 


Nievp, Berrua, Staffs, —~) Manufac- 
turer Tampon het Mar ai” 21 Ord June 2 : 
ord, Timek ord 


OLDFIELD, —_ ae 
P. ta ae t a, Sto. at, 4 
ACKER, CHarLes Exuiott, Ridgmount s re . 
: sat, Silk Finisher High Court Pet June 
une 1 


Penton, Cuarces Ernest, Franconia rd, Clapham, Mer- 
chant’s Clerk High Court Pet June 1 Ord June 1 
~~ JAMES, Pam wy | Leics, Boot Manufacturer Leices- 

Pet June3 Ord June 3 
Raree, Tuomas, and Wituiam Rayns, Barwell, Leics, 
Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet May 11 Ord 


May 28 
Seonauee, E.iezer, Ey | Sor , waiee Chandler 
Pontypridd Pet May 27 0; 


Rosinson, Horace, Criterion erred "Tottenham, Pork 
Bu Edmonton Pet June2 Ord June 2 
a P n= a Derby, Builder Derby Pet June 2 
Sairn, Witt1am Hotness, Leicester, Engraver Leicester 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 
Soutrnecats, Erpnram Some Groner, Barney, Norfolk, 
Grocer Norwich Pet May 23 Ord June 3 
Sreprnenson, Freperick Francis, 
Merchant Kingston upon Hull 


June 2 
Srewarrt “4 C., Gillingham st, anes 6 ences 
High Court’ Pet April 20° Ord 
Trevaskis, Jonny, nr Newent Mon, Boot 
Vv. paragieaite gp ton, he Sam; $0 Ont Jones 
‘AUGHAN, wry Lewr le 
wer in firm of Wine Merchants High Court t Pek 
April Ord June 2 


Waxes, Groner WILLiaM, oS King’s Norton, Wores, 
Builder Ord June 1 
Waker, Georce, - a Normanto: Der 
a Clerk of Works y Pet June 2 Ord 


Waiacen, Re “Rosans, H Hostiow, Insurance Agent Hastings 


Wessrer, Grorcr fa Portslade, Sussex, Builder's 
Foreman Brighton Pet May 28 Ord June 2 
London Gazette—Tursvay, June 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apranams, Jonx, Mile End rd, Grocer High Court Pet 
June6 Ord June 6 


Best, Witiiam, Leeds, Warehouseman Leeds Pet June 
4 Ord June 4 ; 





Bownas, Joux, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Tape Manufac- 
turer Coventry Pet June4 Ord June 4 

Broapway, Sicismunp ALEXANDER WILLIAM Epwarp, 
wins” owe Physician Wandsworth Pet June 

une 


Casasmhe Joux, Leamington, Baker Warwick Pet 
June5 Ord June5 
Sussex, Stationer Brigh- 
ae. Pa my Apewich, Glass Dealer Ipswich 
Pet May 30 Ord May’: 
Cnane, 2) Pur, Leeds, Thanner Leeds Pet June 4 Ord 
une 4 


Cottyer, Epwarp, East India Dock rd, P:  depeeed 
Dealer High Court Yo 


—_ Towa, 


dit = - Pet June4 Ord ‘ 
PER, ILLIAM EDGES, a Han’ oy 
Contractor Guildford and Godalming Pet June 4 


Co; bag ote J hp may Staffs, Collar Maker 
ZENS, FREDERICK JAMES, 
Wulsall Pet June5 Ord June 5 
Goanese, Wituas Sairn, South Stockton, Furniture 
on Tees Pet June 2 Ord June 2 
Davigs, , &- Lian Carmarthenshire, Butter Mer- 
chant Carmarthen May 22 Ord June 5 
Drarrix, WitiiaM, sen, and ILLIAM ee: jun, 
5 oy aed Joiners Manchester Pet June 


at. -_ Tuomas, Great Tower st, Wine Merchant 
HighCourt Pet June6é Ord June 6 


beet = = ag ae Commons, 
G We Upper d ye Golden” Opulder High 
oun ames " 
Court Pet May 5 Ord June 5 se, 
Harvey, Rican, Madeley, Salop, Grocer Madeley Pet 
H bees Seed Lombard st, Financial Agent 
ECKSCHER, RicHARD, jun, 
High Court Pet bab 24 Ord June 5 
Hices, Joux, ire, Draper Car- 


Pet June 4 Ord June 4 
Hirst, Jonx, Dewsbury, late Publican Dewsbury Pet 
June 5 Ord June 5 
ee os ote Bradford, Grocer Bradford 
How, cod St ay ge Pane eae, Builder High 
Court 


Hucues, A E, Plymouth, Gleck in Holy Orders East 

Stonehouse, Pet May13 Ord June 5 

Hvcues, Cuartes Henry, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Printer 
High Court Pet May 14 Ord June 5 

y | Sez. ALTER, im Jaen aes, Wine Merchant High Court 


J ae 3 ont Oldham, Coal Merchant Oldham Pet 
une 


4 Ord June 4 
Jerrerson, Joun Epwiy, and WILiiAM Jxrrersox, - 
Watchmakers Bradford Pet Ma 


’ 21 
June 4 , 
Kemnie, Joun, Reading, Egg Merchant Reading Pet 
June 4 Ord June 4 


oe * Tuomas Craic, Newcastle upon Tyne, late 
Rivet Manufacturer Newcastle on Tyne Pet June6é 


Me se ag * Langley Schoolmistress 
LHUISH IC \ 
x fone Pet June x Ord June 4 
1cHOLAS, Marcaret, Ystrad, —_ Boot 
Dealer Pontypridd Pet June4 Ord 


Painter, Witi1am Cuartes, James st, Wudinies' oe 
Lodging house High Court’ Pet June 4 Ord 
une 


Percival, James, Grinton, Yorks, Miller Northallerton 
Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

Pixs, Freperick James, ae Glam, Butcher Cardiff 
Pet June 3 Ord June 

Pirrs, Wiiu1am sane, Sheffield, Hosier Sheffield Pet 
June5 Ord June 


Pracs, THomas, Stockton on Tees, | ay ed Guard Stock- 
tonon Tees Pet June2 Ord June 
Rows, Wine, Daren, Same, shen Croydon Pet 
June 2 
Saey, Oe Gaenee, Hatin, Herts, Builder St Albans Pet 


one Sn Samu Bly p> 9) Hants, Grocer Portsmouth 


Sarrn, FM —_. _ ae Couuier, Aldermanbury, 
Court Pet June 6 "Ord June 6 
Ssurrn, Gupert, Wores, Tailor i 
8 nto Fou. y Southwold, Suffolk, Oilman 
NOWDON, JOHN A 
Great Yarmouth Pet June 5 Ord June 5 
| gat Faun Bo opel Wil its, Dairyman Yeovil Pet 
Oremex, Cuaries Hessey Yorks, Miller 
Wakefield Pet June 4 “omtJunet 
“onVetetinar Wittiam, 


comers ae , oe a A age: ye 


Troe Henoeer Spal 35 Ord = * Phillimore gins High 


Toe Betas diam, Grocer Swansea 
hed 15 ‘on June 3 


T J Goure He Je + sae bd York 
NDALL, JOMN, 
‘ Pet June 4’ Ord June 4 


Tu Hammerwich, Staffs, Stationmaster 
“vi pot dune 4 Ord June 4 
Vi Ri New Wi 
oa Rains ts 


Weasee Tuomas Hexry, New Leake, Lines, Publican. 
Boston Pet June 6 June 6 


ous 
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Wak Hewry, Birmingham, Engineer Birmingham 
Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Witurass, Epwix, Wolstanton, Staffs, Potter’s Ware- 
rey 5 Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet June 
4 ‘une 4 


Youna, Roserr Joux, Stockton on Tees, Chemist’s 
tt Stockton on Tees Pet June2 Ord June 2 
The f amended notice is substituted for that pub™ 


ed in the London Gazette, Aug. 12. 
Rogers, Coartes Watrovus, St Michael’s alley, ~~ re 
Merchant High Court Pet May 13 Ord July 10 


amended notice is substituted for that 

in the London Gazette of June 2. 

Ksicut, Eryest Cuartes, Upper Mitcham, 
Builder Croydon Pet May 27 Ord May 27 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Ouiver, Francis, Southport, Tailor Liverpool Ree Ord 
April 6 Rese June5 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Argmstronc, Georcre Putiixc, Gresham House, Promoter 
of — ies June 19 at 12 23, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 


AsHcrorT, a Croxted rd, West Dulwich, Civil En- 
gineer Junel9ati1 33, Care st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Bruntoy, James Rovert, and ames Batstone, Queen 
Victoria st, Tailors June 19 at 2.30 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Coregy, Rosa Exizasetn, Ipswich, Glass Dealer 
at 2.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

CoLuier, GrorGE Hexrv Curisti Ax, Endlebury rd, Ching- 

Water Manufacturer June 17at3 Off 

Ree, ' 95, Temple chbrs, Temple avenue 

De oa B Samvet Rosinsox, Burton on Trent, Builder 
June 16 at 2.45 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 


Trent 

— } ee St. Helens, Licensed Victualler June 18 
at 2. Off , 35, Vi ictoria st, Liverpool 

Giapw 1X, “a Bognor, Sussex, Frilling Manufacturer 
June — 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn 


The followi 
publish 
Surrey, 


June 17 


_Gorse, James Durty, Nottingham, Coal Merchant June 


16 at11 Off Rec, St Peter's Church walk, Nottingham 
Govutp, W N, , Kenwya rd, , High st, Clapham, Builder June 
17 at 11.30 24. ilway approach, London Bridge 
Harvey, Ricuarp, Madeley, Salop, Grocer June 19 at 12 

ity Court Office, Madeley 
Hester, Georce Harnis, Richmond, Surrey, formerly 
Tobacconist June 16 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


Bridge 

JoLLy, AMBROSE, Hyde, Cheshire, Miller June 18 at 2.30 

Of Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

LatuHam, Joun, Sandbach, Cheshire, Clerk to Guardians of 
Poor of leton Union June 17 at 11 Off Rec, 23, 
King Ed st, Macclesfield 

Lawrexcez, R 8, Hotel Metropole, Northumberland avenue, 
Gent Junei7 ati 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Lewis, Liewe.tyy, Dinas, Glam, Contractor June 19 at 
12 Off Ree, Merthyr T dfil 

Lonesrarr, Wituiam, Middlesborough, Boat Builder June 
17 at 3 Off Rec, Albert rd, Mid esboroug’ 

Luss, Wituiam Hexry, Cosham, ts, Grocer June 25 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 


haa, lew and Wi.uram Joux Partersox, Man- 
arehousemen ond 18at3 Off Rec, Ogden’s 
duuben, Bridge st, Manchest 
McKexzix, ALEXANDER, High ae, Potato Salesman 
June 18 at1li 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Mexcer, Tuomas, New Clee, Lincs, Owner of Fishing 
Vessel June 17 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great 


Nexsom, Sauvet Artsur, Leeds, Provision Dealer’s Assis- 
June 17 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Newsnam, Atrrep Lewis, Southsea, Grocer June 19 at 3 
Rec, Cambridge June, — st, Portsmouth 

Nievp, Berra, Longton, Sta , Earthenware Manufac- 
turer June 24ati2 Off ee Newcastle under Lyme 

Parmer, Wiiuiam Fraycis, formerly Haymarket June 
17 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn fields 

Pextos, Cuarves Eesest, Franconia rd, Clapham, Mer- 
chant’s Clerk June i8ati 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Pore, Janes, ve, Leics, Boot Manufacturer June 17 
at122% Off , 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Ricuaxps, Evizzer, Pontypridd, Glam, Tallow Chandler 
June 19 at 3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Szace, Joux, Jermyn st, ‘of no occupation June 17 at 11 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
Sirey, Sanver, Ti its, Grocer June 19at4 Off 
Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Srater, Frepericx, Derb: 4e< oe a June 16 at 12 Off 
St James’s chmbrs, Der 
Cone a sar, Stourbridge, Worcs, Tailor June 18 atl 
‘irmingham 
PB i Grone Southsea, Florist June 24 at3 Off 
Ree, unction, High st, Portsmouth 


Gray, See Royal, Wilts, Dairyman June 18 at 3 


Srewaart, A C, Gillin st, Victoria, of no occupation 
June 19 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Suspertasp, Roranxp Foster, ey, mr Halifax, 
Electrical Works Manager June 2) at 1030 Off Rec, 
Town Hall chmbrs, Halifax 

Tasker, Tuomas, Dartmouth Park hill, Dartmouth Park, 
Comm Merchant June 19 at 2.40 bldgs, 
Lincoln's inn fields 

Tixpai, Jons, Wether out of business June 
16 ati Off Rec, 

Vesey, Eowanp, Dit, Staffs, Grocer June 16 at 
3.15 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

Wass € Groner, Old Normanton, Derbyshire, Midland 

Railway Clerk of Works June 16 at 11 Off Ree, St 

Seseatedhadie s, Derby 

Weseren, Grorcr Howrr, Portslade, Sussex, Builder’s 
Foreman June 17 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 


fe Neos, 


Witsox, Witt1am Horace, Wi 
July 9 at 11 Antelope Hotel, 


Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


A.tey, ALrrepD, Hemsworth, Yorks, Butcher Wakefield 
Pet Junei Ord Jnne 4 
BarweE.t, Exisau, Duston, Northamptonshire, - retired | 


Ord June 4 

Best, bY ae Warehouseman Leeds Pet June 
4 une 4 

Bonas, Joux, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Tape Manufac- 
turer Coventry Pet June4 OrdJune4 

Broapway, Sieismunp ALEXANDER Witt1aAm Epwarp, 
Battersea, Surrey, Physician Wandsworth Pet June 
8 Ord June 3 

CaLLaway, Joun, Leamington, Baker 
June5 Ord June5 

Carter, JosepH Henry, Gt Queen st, Lincoln’s inn fields, 
Picture Dealer High Court Pet ‘May 21 Ord June 6 

ona , Purp, Leeds, Tanner Leeds Pet June4 Ord 
une 4 

Co.tier, Grorce Henny Curistian, Chingford, Essex, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer Edmonton Pet Oct 15 
Ord June 3 . 

Cottyer, Epwarp, East India Dock rd, Poplar,  dereemaed 
Desler High Court Pet June4 Ord June 4 

Costet.o, James Howe, Northampton, Refreshment Con- 
tractor Northampton Pet y 23 Ord June2 

Cozens, Freprerick James, Walsall, Staffs, Collar Maker 
Walsall Pet June 5 Ord June 6 

CraLtvax, Wituram Sarru, South Stockton, Furniture | 
Dealer Stockton on Tees Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Davigs, Jounx, Lianwrda, ay gee Butter Mer- 
chant Carmarthen Pet May Ord June 5 


younger, 
Ord June 4 

Epwarps, WILLIE Jony, minepwoet, Glos, Boot Manufac- 
turer Bristol Pet May Ord June 5 

Evans, Epwarp Morris, Tecate Holywell, Flints, Clerk 
e School Board Chester Pet May 16 Ord 

une 2 

Fre.pinc, Jonny Henry, Elland, Yorks, Ironmonger Hali- 
fax Pet May11 Ord June 4 

Fiercuer, Wituiam, Warrington crescent, Maida vale 
High Court Pet April24 Ord June 6 

Framsee, Jenanceer, St spears axe, Merchant High 
Co Pet Oct 20 Ord June 4 

Francis, Emma, Wellingborough, Milliner Northampton 
Pet April 30 Ord June 3 

Green, James, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet April10 Ord June 4 

Hatt, Ricuarp Barker Wii.iam, Northampton, Solicitor 
Northampton Pet April7 Ord June 4 

Harvey, Ricnarp, Madeley, Salop, Grocer Madeley Pet 
June 4 Ord June 4 

Homes, Joux Srantey, and Wiittiam Harris Homes, 
Northampton, Coachbuilder Northampton Pet May 
13 Ord June 3 

Jacxsox, Wiii1am, Oldham, Coal Merchant Oldham Pet 
June3 Ord June 4 

Jotty, Amprose, Hyde, Cheshire, Miller Ashton under 
Lyne and Stalybridge Pet May 28 Ord June 5 

Livesey, Tuurstox, Todmorden, Lanes, + tied Manu- 
facturer Burnley Pet June3 Ord Jun 

Lucas, Percy, late Fenchurch st High Court Pet May 22 
Ord June 6 

Masor, Freperick, rare Builder Canterbury Pet 
May 13 Ord Jun 

McFar.axe, Sacer a Newcastle on Tune, late 
Rivet Manufacturer Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 6 


June 6 
or iy WIiian, gee Stock Broker Hudders- 
fie 


Pet June 2 une 4 ‘ 

Nicnoias, Marcaret. Ystrad, Rhondda, Glam, Boot 
Dealer Pontypridd Pet June4 Ord June4 

Noapv, Henry Carpes, West Norwood, Surrey, Surgeon 
Croydon Pet May 28 Ord June 4 

Norris, CHARLES — Ry South Norwood, Surrey, Plumber 
Croyd on Pet A Ord June 2 

Parser, WILLIAM 4 eh ES, James st, Westbourne terrace, 

a vd house Keeper High Court Pet June4 Ord 

une 4 

Percivat, James, Grinton, Yorks, Miller Northallerton 

Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

Pirts, Witt1am Amey, Sheffield, Hosier Sheffield Pet 

June5 Ord June 5 

Prace, Tuomas, Stockton on Tees, Railway Guard Stockton 

on Tees Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Sear, Georcre, Watford, Herts, Builder St Albans Pet 

June5 Ord June 5 


Chandler Edmonton Pet Feb11 Ord June4 

Sixey, Samuvet, Titchfield, Hants,Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
June 3 Ord June 4 

Ssowpven, Jouw Buttarp, Southwold, Suffolk, Oilman Gt 
Yarmouth Pet June 5 Ord June 5 

Tuomas, Henry, Pon , Glam, Grocer Swansea 
Pet t May 15 Ord bumnd 6 


outh, Army Tutor 
rchester 
Win, Tuomas, Leeds, Cloth Fuller "Tam 17 at 11 Off 


Warwick Pet | 


Superintendent of Police Northampton Pet April 25 





| 


Drarrix, Wriiiam, the elder, wy Wituram Drarriy, the 
Manchester, Joiners Manchester Pet June | 





Searte, Tuomas, Great Church lane, Hammersmith, Corn | 


a wring Birmingham, Bedding Manufacturer 

et May 27 Ord June 6 

TrixpDA.t, Jonny, ous, Wetherby, Yorks, out of business York 
Pet June 4 Ord June 4 

Turner, Georce, Hammerwich, Staffs, Station Master 

Walsall Pet June4 Ord June 5 

WAKEFIELD, Tuomas Henny, New Leake, Lincs, Publican 
Boston Pet June5 Ord June6 

Wituiams, Epwix, Wolstanton, Staffs, Potter's Ware- 
houseman Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet June 
4 Ord June 4 


Tuompson, 
Birm 


| Wricut, Tuomas, Chertsey, Surrey, Corn Dealer Kings- 


ton Pet Junel Ord June 5 

Youne, Rosert Joun, Stockton on tom ne Chemist 
Stockton on Tees Pet June2 Ord Jun 

The following amended notice is subetitusell ‘ or that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette of Oct. 31, 1899. 

Rogers, CHartes Warrovus, St Michael’s alley, Cornhill, 
Merchant High Court Pet May 13, 1890 “Ord Oct 28, 
1890 





The Subscription to the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s. ; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. Gd., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is expertenced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, % 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


All letters intended for publication im the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 








REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-book 
always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 








M ONEY.— Householders or Lodgers 
desirous of obtaining immediate Advances upon their 
Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 
the offices of the Consotipatep Company, 43, Great Tower- 
street, E.C., and arrange ; Bills of Sale and Executions paid 
out; no fees ; the full sum advanced a deduction ; 
an old-established and genuine firm.—Address, ManaGer. 


A W.— Wanted, Re-engagement as 
GENERAL or GENERAL MANAGING CLERK, 











with a Firm of standing, by a Gentleman having 
twenty years Lon on and Country experience; and com- 
petent to onvey ig and Litigious matters with- 





out supervision; excellent iepeanens moder 
Apply, E. A. M., care of Messrs. Green & W. iiieme, So! isi 
tors, Nottingham. 


AW. Sent Saving. — Abstracts Copied at 
Sixpence per sheet; Drafts, Costs, and Briefs One 
Penny per folio; Deeds Engrossed Three Half-pence per 
folio net.—Kerr & Lanuam, 3, Chichester-rents, by 84, 
Chancery-lane, Ww.c. 


TIMSON’S LIST of PROPERTIES fo 
SALE for the present month contains 2,000 nvest- 
ments and can be had free, or ogo for 1 stamp. Par- 





ticulars inserted without idea is the recognized medium 
for selling or p reat ore jperty by — ate contract.—Mr. 
Stimson, s oeenaes, & ew Kent-road, 8.E. 





UNQUOTED SECURITIES. 
us SHARE, STOCK, and GENERAL 
REALISATION and FINANCE COMPANY, 
LIMITED, Chiswell House, nena London, E.C., is the 
best for tocks and Shares having no 
Quotation. Sales by Teste will be held periodically by 
y-qualified Auctioneers.—For tcrms, &c., address 
| the Maxsena, as above. 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND svar PLATE, &c. 








SPINK & SON, Go.psmrrus anp Siiversmirus, 1 anv 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, 
Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they accurnarety arrnatse the above for the 
Lxoat Provession or purcuase the same for cash if desired. Established 1772 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 


CouNHILL, 
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